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ARMY PERSONNEL ACTIONS RELATING TO 
IRVING PERESS 


TUESDAY, MARCH 15, 1955 


Unrrep Srates SENATE, 
PERMANENT SUBCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS 
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, 
Washington, D. C. 


The subcommittee met at 10:10 a. m., pursuant to call, in room 357 
of the Senate Office Building, Senator John L. McClellan (chairman of 
the subcommittee) presiding. 

Present: Senators John L. McClellan (Democrat, Arkansas) ; 
Henry M. Jackson (Democrat, Washington); Stuart Symington 
(Democrat, Missouri); Sam J. Ervin, Jr. (Democrat, North Caro- 
lina) ; Joseph R. McCarthy (Republican, Wisconsin) ; Karl E. Mundt 
(Republican, South Dakota) ; George H. Bender (Republican, Ohio). 

Present also: Robert F. Kennedy, chief counsel; Donald F. O’Don- 
nell, chief assistant counsel; James N. Juliana, chief counsel to the 
minority; J. Fred McClerkin, legal research analyst; Paul J. Tierney, 
investigator; Ruth Y. Watt, chief clerk. 

The Caatrman. The committee will come to order. 

The Chair wishes to make a brief introductory statement as we open 
these hearings. 

The series of public hearings that this subcommittee begins today 
were scheduled by the chairman pursuant to action of approval taken 
by the subcommittee in executive session on last Friday, March 11. 

Senator Benper. I do not like to interrupt you, Mr. Chairman, but 
since we are working under these conditions—that is, in this boiler- 
shop environment, with the construction of the new building across 
the street—I am wondering if we could not move to new quarters which 
would be more satisfactory. 

The CHarrman. May id say to the distinguished Senator that we 
will try to get better accommodations, but in view of the commitments 
for other quarters of other committees, we were unable to do so for 
today. So we will have to proceed under these unfavorable condi- 
tions today and we will undertake to find a more suitable committee 
room for other hearings. 

The purpose of these hearings is to inquire into all of the actions 
and circumstances attending the Department of the Army’s handling 
of the induction, change in orders, promotion, and the honorable dis- 
charge of Dr. Irving Peress. The subcommittee shall undertake by 
proper evidence to establish for the record and for public informa- 
tion all of the true facts relating to the Department of the Army’s 
action in these areas. 


I 
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In preparation for these hearings, the staff of the subcommittee 
has for the past 6 weeks conducted a preliminary investigation in the 
course of which it has interviewed a large number of present and 
former Army personnel, both civilian and military. In addition, many 
hundreds of official documents have been reviewed by it. 

The Peress case has been a matter of serious concern to this sub- 
committee since January 1954, at which time Maj. Irving Peress 
appeared before this subcommittee and took the fifth amendment on 
questions pertaining to his affiliation with the Communist Party. 

Subsequent developments have revealed that the Department of the 
Army had a considerable amount of derogatory information regard- 
ing Dr. Peress during the entire period he was on active duty. Not- 
withstanding such information and in disregard thereof, Peress was 
promoted from the rank of captain to that of major and thereafter 
was given an honorable discharge from the service. 

The Secretary of the Army and the Secretary of Defense have 
admitted there were serious administrative errors in the handling of 
the Peress case, and following Peress’ appearances before the subcom- 
mittee in 1954, the Secretary of the Army, Mr. Stevens, promised to 
have an investigation made by the Inspector General and agreed that 


the names of those individuals responsible for such errors would be 
made available to this subcommittee. 

Under letter dated May 13, 1954, to the special Mundt subcommittee 
after the completion of the Inspector General’s report, Secretary 
Stevens furnished a list of 28 names under the heading, “Listing of 
Officers Taking an Active Part in the Personnel Actions Concerning 


Irving Peress.” 

The subcommittee’s preliminary investigation reveals that of those 
28 names of the persons who took an active part in the personnel actions 
concerning Irving Peress, only 8 of them were deemed of sufficient 
importance by the Inspector General to be interviewed by him prior 
to the filing of his report with the Secretary of the Army. 

We have further discovered that 2 Army officers received letters of 
admonition for their part in the handling of the Peress case, but the 
names of these 2 officers were not included in the aforementioned list 
submitted. 

Some 7 months later, on January 7, 1955, a “chronology of the mili- 
tary record of Dr. Irving Peress” was released by the Secretary of 
the Army to Members of the United States Senate and to the public. 
This report raised as many questions regarding the Army’s handling 
of Major Peress as it saaieol 

After the subcommittee’s preliminary investigation commenced, the 
Department of the Army gave assurances that it would cooperate with 
the subcommittee in its investigation and would furnish all of the 
pertinent information in its possession. Accordingly, the subcom- 
mittee was interested in having the benefit of the investigation con- 
ducted by the Inspector General and requested that the Inspector 
General’s report be made available to it for examination. This 
request was first granted and the report submitted to members of 
the staff of the subcommittee. Later, and before the staff could 
conclude its examination of the Inspector General’s report, it was 
withdrawn from the staff, and a request for the return of it for 
further examination was refused. 
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The information contained in the Inspector General’s report, had 
it been available to the subcommittee, in all probability would have 
expedited the preliminary investigation conducted by the staff, 
shortened the public hearings we now undertake to pursue, and obvi- 
ated the necessity and expense of requiring the attendance of the 
Army personnel witnesses now stationed overseas. 

There followed an exchange of correspondence between the chair- 
man of the subcommittee and the Secretary of the Army with respect 
to this action. Copies of the letters exchanged, the Chair now 
orders, without objection, to be made a part of the printed record of 
these hearings. 

(The letters referred to above appear in the appendix on pp. 33-39.) 

The Cuarmman. I felt then, and I still feel, that when the highest 
military legal officer in the Army, the Judge Advocate General, feels 
the Inspector General’s report on Irving Peress should be furnished to 
this subcommittee and consents thereto, and when the Army furnished 
the completed sections of the Inspector General’s report on Pvt. G. 
David Schine, which included the interrogations taken by the Inspec- 
tor General, to the special Mundt subcommittee, that this subcommit- 
tee is entitled to the Inspector General’s report on Irving Peress. 

I would be amiss however, if I did not state that except for the 
foregoing, the Department of Defense and the Department of the 
Army have been cooperative with the subcommittee in meeting their 
requests and in making Army personnel and other documents 
available. 

In the light of the information now available to the subcommittee, 
it may be necessary to hear some 20 to 25 witnesses during the course 
of these hearings. As the hearings progress, the need for calling 
additional witnesses may be indicated. However, we shall endeavor 
to expedite the hearings to a conclusion. 

The Congress and the public generally have evidenced marked 
interest in this matter. They have a right to expect that through 
the forum of this subcommittee and by its investigative processes 
the facts and the truth can and shall be revealed. That we shall 
undertake to do. 

Without objection I should like to insert in the record at this point, 
and I think it may be printed in the appendix, the list of the 28 
names previously supplied by the Secretary of the Army. I believe 
those names were submitted to the special Mundt subcommittee. I 
would like to have them incorporated in the record. 

I should like also at this time, and the Chair will order it without 
objection, that the chronology referred to in my statement, the chro- 
soleay of the Army’s handling of Maj. Irving Peress, also be inserted 
and printed in the record as a part of these proceedings. 

(The documents referred to appear in the appendix on pp. 40-59.) 

he CuarrmMan. Senator McCarthy. 

Senator McCarruy. This is not a point of order. I am not askin 
the Chair to rule upon this at this time, but I would like to slbiaeiend 
that if possible we call the people who were present at that January 21 
a where they successfully ccnspired to call off the Peress 

earing. 

At that time there was present a representative of the United Na- 
tions, Henry Cabot Lodge; 2 representatives of the White House, 
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Gerald Morgan and Sherman Adams; and 2 representatives of the 
Justice Department, Mr. Brownell and Mr. Rogers; and the Army 
counsel, Mr. Adams. 

As the Chair may recall, the President signed a blackout order say- 
ing they could not tell why they conspired to call off the Peress hear- 
ings, and why they tried to call on an investigation of McCarthy. 
That Presidential order, I believe, would not apply to this committee ; 
it would apply only to the Mundt committee. 

Although I am not asking for any ruling at this time, I hope that 
the Chair will consider calling those witnesses to find out why they 
were so intent upon calling off the Peress investigation whieh they 
successfully did. 

Then, No. 2, Mr. Chairman, just to make this a matter of record, I 
will not be able to be here from the 18th to the 22d. Necessarily I will 
be absent. I had to cancel a number of important matters in order to 
be here today. I hesitate asking the Chair to adjourn the hearings for 
that period of time, but in view of my very, very deep interest in this 
Peress case, I hope that the Chair can think of some other work that 
we will do from the 18th to the 22d. 

The CHarrmMan. The Chair will state to the distinguished Senator 
from Wisconsin that his first request is a matter that addresses itself 
to the committee in executive hearings. 

Senator McCarruy. That is right. 

The Cuatrman. The Chair will hold and will call during the course 
of these public hearings, such executive sessions of the committee as 
may be required and deemed appropriate to properly entertain and 
consider and act upon motions that should be discussed in executive 
session with respect to the progress of anything relating to the present 
public hearings. 

On the second request, the Chair will undertake, insofar as it is pos- 
sible to do so, to accommodate all members of the committee with 
respect to holding public hearings in this particular case, and in all 
others. 

Senator MoCartruy. Thank you. 

The Cuatrman. It is not always possible to accommodate all mem- 
bers of the committee because of their commitments. 

Senator McCarruy. I hope this is the last time that I will have to 
ask the chairman to hold up a hearing. I mention this only because of 
my deep interest in this and the fact that I have to be away. I am not 
putting this in the form of a request, but I am just calling the chair- 
man’s attention to it. If he can do it, I would appreciate it and, in 
fact, I might even consent to go down to Arkansas and campaign for 
the chairman. 

The Cuarrman. I hope 6 years from now neither of us will have to 
campaign. 

We will take that into consideration, but it will not have any great 
weight with the chairman in this proceeding. 

Senator McCartuy. I might promise not to campaign, then. 

The Crarrman. Is there any other member of the committee that 
wishes to make a statement? 

Senator Symrneron. Mr. Chairman, at 10:30 there is a meeting of 
the full committee of the Public Works Committee to consider matters 
of the Subcommittee on Public Buildings, of which subcommittee I 
am chairman ; therefore, I just wanted to tell the Chair that it will be 
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necessary for me to be absent for a time this morning. Also, I have 
some commitments tomorrow afternoon in Philadelphia, late, that I 
cannot break, and I am in the same position on that as Senator Mc- 
Jarthy is. I will ask the Chair’s consideration to also ask that he 
understand why it is necessary for me to be absent at least part of 
this morning. 

The CHamman. If members have to be absent from any public 
session, if they will advise the Chair in advance, I will be glad to make 
any announcement for the record that the Senators desire. 

Are there any other members of the committee who desire to make a 
statement ? 

Senator Benver. Regarding the request of Senator McCarthy for 
the appearance of these prominent figures, I am wondering if there 
is any inference to be taken from that that the President of the United 
States is in any respect not wanting full information on every question 
and certainly on this. It seems inconceivable to me that the adminis- 
tration, which has done as much as this administration has in pursuing 
Communists, and has a fine record in that respect, that there is no dis- 
position on its part to withhold any information. 

Senator McCarrnuy. May I say to the able Senator from Ohio that 
the record is very clear in this. The President signed an order, a 
blackout order, which provided that there could be no testimony given 
about the meeting at which they successfully conspired, 2 representa- 
tives of the White House, 2 of the Justice Department, and 1 of the 
Army, and 1 of the United Nations. And why the United Nations 
was interested, I don’t know. They conspired, on January 21, to call 
off the Peress hearing and start the investigation of McCarthy. 

We tried to find out what the background was. The President 
signed an order saying you must not talk. So the record is very clear, 
Senator. 

There was a conspiracy to call off the Peress hearing. And I want 
to congratulate the Senator from Arkansas for calling these hearings 
back on, and I also want to congratulate him for being able to make 
an arrangement, and how he did it, I don’t know, to have the witnesses 
talk here today. They could not talk before the Mundt committee. 

Now to get the picture, the Army officers and former Army officers 
must discuss conversations which they have had with each other in 
regard to Peress. They could not do that before the Mundt 
committee. 

So I congratulate the Senator from Arkansas for being able to 
unseal the lips of some witnesses, and I hope he can unseal the lips of 
allofthem. I know that is a big order. 

The Cuatrman. Thank you, gentlemen, and I trust that we can 
resume this discussion of what other witnesses we may have in execu- 
tive session, proceed at this time, and have the opportunity in public 
hearings to expedite the testimony we know we have available and 
taken in public. 

Senator Ervin, do you have any comment? 

Senator Ervin, I oa one time, Mr, Chairman, that a man very 


rarely regrets saying too little; therefore, I will keep silent. 

The Cuamman. Before we proceed further, I wish to announce that 
Gov. Wilbur M. Brucker, general counsel for the Department of De- 
fense, is present, and he will be permitted during the course of these 

60080—55—pt. 1——2 
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hearings, without objection, to serve as counsel for any military wit- 
ness who may appear. He will act as counsel, of course, under the rules 
of this subcommittee, with which I am sure he is familiar. He can 
only counsel the witness, or the witness can seek counsel from him 
during the course of his testimony. And should Governor Brucker, as 
counsel for the Army or the Department of Defense, desire any ques- 
tions asked the witness, he will conform to the rules of this committee 
and submit his questions to the Chair for the committee’s consideration. 

I believe it will help us to understand some testimony, much of the 
testimony that will be given, if we follow or familiarize ourselves 
with a chart or two charts that have been prepared by members of the 
staff. 

(Senator Symington left the room.) 

The Cuarrman. For a brief explanation of the charts, before we 
place a witness on the stand and hear sworn testimony, I am going to 
ask counsel, Mr. Robert Kennedy, counsel for the committee, to make 
a brief explanation of the charts. 

Copies of these charts, prints of them, in miniature form, have been 
placed before all members of the committee and have been made avail- 
able to the press. I think an understanding of the charts will help 
Moy who are interested to follow the testimony and understand it 

etter. 

Senator Munpr. In that connection, Mr. Chairman, it would be wise 
to explain for the benefit of the press and those who are following 
the hearings that the committee decided that it would clarify this 
issue best by taking it up on a chronological basis. 

The Cuatrman. Yes; the Chair may announce if that was not clear 
in my statement that that is true. It is our purpose to take up this 
Peress case from the time he entered the service and follow it chrono- 
logically, as best we can, to the time he was dismissed or discharged 
from the service. 

Thus, these charts will aid us, I think, in pursuing it in that manner. 

I thank the Senator from South Dakota for calling that to my 
attention. 

Mr. Kennedy, if you will make a brief explanation ? 

Senator McCarruy. You may prefer to have this done later, but 
before Mr. Kennedy starts, I would like to say that I am curious to 
know why Mr. Kennedy was handicapped, and I think he has done an 
excellent job despite the handicap—why he was handicapped by hay- 
ing the Inspector General’s reports taken away from him, especially 
in view of the fact that the Secretary of the Army agreed at a meeting 
of the members of the subcommittee that such an Inspector General’s 
report would be available to this committee. I am curious to know 
whether Mr. Brucker made the decision himself. Are we to be kept 
in the dark on that or would the Chair like to take it up later? 

The Cuarrman. May I say to the distinguished Senator from Wis- 
consin, during the course of these hearings, sworn testimony will be 
given with respect to the entire procedure and efforts of the staff and 
the subcommittee to secure the Inspector General’s report. I prefer 
to have it on the record as sworn testimony, and I think that that is 
the proper way when we reach that stage in the proceeding. 

Senator McCarrny. The reason I brought it up at this time, with 
Mr. Kennedy giving a résumé of the facts is that I realize the handicap 
he will be under, even though he has done an excellent job. He is han- 
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dicapped by the order of Mr. Brucker, ner | away from him some of 
the information. But I don’t want to press that at this time. We will 
go into that later. 

The Cuarrman. I referred to that in the course of my introductory 
remarks, that we felt we were handicapped by reason of that. 

All right, Mr. Kennedy, you may proceed. 

Mr. Kennepy. Senator, this traces chronologically the derogatory 
information that came to the attention of the Army starting on Octo- 
ber 28, 1952, when Irving Peress first executed this form. Those forms 
have to do with this security. This is not the first time that the Army 
had information regarding Peress, because he had registered for the 
Draft Act in January of 1952, but this traces the derogatory informa- 
tion regarding Peress. 

These forms were made available to the Army and were submitted 
to the Army between October 28 and November 14 of 1952. This chart 
then traces the course taken by the Army, after Irving Peress had 
taken the fifth amendment on these forms, and it traces what occurred 
in the Army through 1953, until he was finally honorably discharged 
upon February 2, 1954. It gives the key dates, these broken lines here. 
These straight lines mean there was a passage of papers, and these 
broken lines mean that there was a passage of information. 

For instance, here, on February 5, this broken line up here at the 
medical section and the broken line to the reserve section means that 
the G-2, in the intelligence branch here, gave information to the medi- 
cal section and to the reserve section that they were instituting an 
investigation of Irving Peress. 

Similarly, over here, we have the file being returned to Camp Kil- 
mer, and we have a straight line here, on May 21. It was sent up to 
Camp Kilmer through the First Army, the First Army being 
these three sections in here, and the Department of the Army is here. 
Camp Kilmer is here. The file was sent up from the Department of 
the Army by G-2, up through G-2 of the Wirst Army, up to G-2 in 
Camp Kilmer. These are the key dates regarding this intelligence 
information, this derogatory information, that existed on Irving 
Peress. 

The Cuarrman. You have another chart here and would you explain 
that ? 

Mr. Kennepy. This is also broken down into three sections. This 
has to do with the promotion of Peress from a captain to a major. 
We have here the events dealing with Irving Peress’ request for a 
promotion up here, at Camp Kilmer, and what occurred. 

The G-2 officer, for instance, stated that Peress should not receive 
a promotion, and what divisions or sections they went through, and 
how it was forwarded down here to the First Army, and forwarded 
by the First Army here down to the Department of the Army, with 
a recommendation that he should receive the promotion. 

It went back to the First Army, and then came back to the Depart- 
ment of the Army and died there. But, in the meantime, there were 
these events here, this dark-black color shows this here [indicating]. 
These events were occurring at the same time. They were the result 
of a law which was passed during June of 1953, which stated that 
these doctors and dentists and veterinarians should receive a reap- 
pointment or readjustment in rank. That is traced down through 
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here, Mr. Chairman, and the events where he requested the promotion 
are traced down here in the lighter color [indicating]. 

The Cuarrman. Thank you you, Mr. Kennedy. 

(At this point Senator Jackson entered the room.) 

The Cuairman. The first witness scheduled to testify this morning 
is Maj. Floyd E. Van Sickle, Jr. Major Van Sickle, will you come 
around, please? Hold up your right hand. 

You do solemnly swear that the testimony you shall give before 
this investigating subcommittee shall be the truth, the whole truth, 
and nothing but the truth, so help you God? 

Major Van Sickie. I do, sir. 

The CuamrmMan. Have a seat. 


TESTIMONY OF MAJ. FLOYD E. VAN SICKLE, JR. 


Mr. Brucker. Mr. Chairman, I would like the pleasure of intro- 
ducing my associate, if I may, at this time. 

The Cuarmman. All right. For the record, you may give his name. 

Mr. Brucker. I would like like to introduce the new Gestirs! Coun- 
sel of the Army, Mr. Frank G. Millard. 

Will you rise so they can see you, please ? 

The Cuarmman. All right; Mr. Millard, we are very glad to have 
you present. 

Mr. Brucker. I would like to formally introduce, if I may, my asso- 
ciate, Fred Coughlin, who is known to members of the staff and the 
committee here. 

The Cuamman. We are very glad to have him presented. 

Mr. Brucker. Also Major Ivan, who is the Military Judge Advo- 
cate General’s assistant. So these men are here. 

The CuarrmMan. We trust with your presence here we can get a lot 
of help and expedite this hearing. 

Counsel, you may proceed to examine the witness. 

Let us have order, please. 

Mr. Kennepy. Major Van Sickle, where are you stationed now? 

Major Van Sickie. In Germany, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. You have just returned from Germany, have you? 

Major Van Sicxxez. Yes, sir; about 2 weeks ago. 
oor Keoreny, Would you tell us how long you have been in the 

rmy ¢ 

Major Van Sicxxez. I came on active duty in January of 1941 with 
the Wisconsin National Guard, and I have been on active duty ever 
since. 

Mr. Kennepy. I cannot hear you very well. 

The Cuamman. Speak a little louder, if you can, Major. 

Major Van Sick. I came on active duty in 1941, and I have been 
on active duty ever since. 

Mr. Kennepy. You are a Regular Army officer? 

Major Van Sickxe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. From the period of January of 1951 until November 
of 1953, you were stationed with the First Army in New York City? 

Major Van Srcxte. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. And your position there was Assistant Chief, Office 
of Procurement Branch, First Army, of the Surgeon General, and 
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you also had some responsibilities as Acting Adjutant General; is that 
correct ? 

Major Van Sicxue. I was Chief, Office of Procurement Branch, in 
the First Army Surgeon’s Office. I had an additional designation as 
Acting Assistant Adjutant General. — 

Mr, Kennepy. In that capacity, Major Van Sickle, you handled the 
papers of applicants under the Doctors Draft Act! 

Major VAN Sickie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. That was an act which had been passed shortly after 
the Korean war started, to bring in veterinarians, doctors, and dentists 
into the Army; is that correct ! 

Major VAN Sickie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Under the provisions of that act, an applicant who 
received notification from the draft board would get in touch with 
you to see if he was eligible for a commission ; is that correct? 

" Major Van Sickie. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Among those who applied for a commission was Maj. 
Irving Peress; is that correct? 

Major Van Sickie. According to the official records, the Peress 
case was one of approximately 2,000 cases, an average of 2,000 cases 
we were processing each month during the last half of 1952. I have 
no independent recollection of the Peress case, but I have here a status 
card from my office, which I believe will help me to reconstruct the 
facts surrounding our processing of the case as they probably 
happened. 

Senator McCarruy. Could I interrupt at this point? In view of 
the fact that we have counsel for the Department of Defense and 
counsel for the Army present here today, and we may not have them 
tomorrow or the next day, I should like, if I may, Mr. Chairman, to 
clear up one question which is bothering me a great deal. 

While the Mundt committee was in session, the President sent down 
an order saying that employees of the executive branch—which would 
include Army officers—could not testify to any conversations they had 
among themselves. 

Do I now understand that during this hearing that order will be 
disregarded, and that we can have the officers freely testify as to 
conversations which they had about the Peress matter ? 

Mr. Brucker. Is that question directed at me? 

Senator McCarrny. I think it should be. You are the counsel for 
the Army. 

The Cuamrman. The Chair will request you to answer it and give us 
any information you can at this time, Governor. 

Mr. Brucker. The order of May 17, 1954, Senator, is still in full 
force and effect. The chronology that was filed in this matter was 
deemed, to that extent, information to the Senate and to the commit- 
tees with respect to that matter. 

I am making no objection to the testimony on matters which have 
to do with the chronology. Does that answer the question, Mr. Chair- 
man ? 

Senator McCarruy. That does not answer my question. 

The Cuamrman. State your question again. 

Senator McCartuy. Do I understand that as of now you are telling 
the committee that all of the officers who are called can freely testify 
about any conversations they had about the Peress case? 
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Mr. Brucker. All of the officers here, and those that have been sub- 
penaed, can freely testify with respect to this matter, the Peress mat- 
ter; yes. 

Senator McCarrny. Let me ask you this. I have before me the 
President’s order, and so there is no possibility of the curtain being 
lowered halfway through the hearing, have you received some clear- 
ance from the President? Here is the language used in his order: 

Because it is essential to efficient and effective administration that employees 
of the executive branch be in a position to be completely candid in advising with 
each other on officia] matters, and because it is not in the public interest that any 
of their conversations or communications or any documents or reproductions 
concerning such advice be disclosed, you will instruct the employees— 
and so on. 

Now, do you have clearance from the President so that we will know 
the curtain will not be again lowered halfway through this hearing? 

Mr. Brucker. There is no curtain lowered, and the inference that 
you have on that subject, I know not the source of, that is, except to 
say to you 

Senator McCarruy. The President is the source. 

Mr. Brucker. Except to say to you, sir, that the President’s letter 
of May 17, 1954, is still in full force and effect, and will be respected. 


If what you are trying to get at is the Inspector General’s report, 
I will be glad to take that up as the chairman indicated—— 

Senator McCarrnuy. I am not trying to get to that. 

Mr. Brucker. At an appropriate time or now, but I am not in any 
sense at this time changing what I have said with respect to the right 
of the committee to interrogate these gentlemen who are subpenaed as 


witnesses with respect to the Peress matter. 

I do not include with that any carte blanche with respect to the In- 
spector General’s report, if that is what you have in your question, and 
if it is loaded, then I will make that exception and say to you that we 
will come to that in due time. 

Senator McCarrny. Just a minute, Governor. This is not a loaded 
question. I am just asking you this very simple question. Have you 
gotten any clearance from the President so that we know that these 
witnesses can freely testify as to conversations they had among them- 
selves, about the Peress matter? I am not talking about the Inspector 
General’s report. You understand that, do you not? 

Mr. Brucker. I understand that. 

Senator McCartrny. Have you gotten clearance from the President, 
or are you just violating his order ? 

Mr. Brucker. This is no violation of the presidential order to do 
what we are doing, to present these witnesses for very free interroga- 
tion here. They have been presented to the staff of the committee, and 
to the committee now. You may proceed upon that assumption. 

Senator McCarrny. As far as you know, if we call on Mr. Rogers 
and Mr. Lodge and the others who discussed the present case, they 
should be in the same position as the Army officers ? 

Mr. Brucker. I will pass upon that when the time comes. I do not 
have that question raised. I will be very glad to consider it and let 
you know. 

Senator McCartuy. The time has come. You say you will pass 
upon it when the time comes. The time has come, and I want to know 
whither or not, under your interpretation of the order, you feel that 
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Mr. Lodge and Mr. Adams and the others who discussed the Peress 
case and successfully conspired to call off the Peress hearing, will have 
their lips unsealed the same as these other witnesses you are calling, 
if you know. 

Mr. Brucker. I know nothing about that, Senator. 

Senator McCarruy. Thank you. 

The Cuarrman. As I understand, witnesses of the military whom 
this committee will call before it regarding the Peress case are free to 
testify. They are instructed that they are so free to testify to any 
conversations they may have had with other military personnel re- 
garding the Peress case. 

I do not think we could have a thorough and complete investigation 
except and unless they are free to testify as to discussions between 
them regarding it. 

Mr. Brucker. That is right, Mr. Chairman, they are, and I have so 
instructed them and I have so communicated to the staff of the com- 
mittee, and I now communicate that to the chairman. As a matter of 
fact, we have urged that the witnesses be very frank and that they 
state the facts with regard to the matter completely. 

Senator McCartny. A new day has dawned. 

The Cuarrman. Proceed, Mr. Kennedy. 

Mr. Kennepy. We were discussing, Major, the applicants that came 
in under the Doctors’ Draft Act, and the fact that Irving Peress, 
Dr. Irving Peress, would be included among that group. You stated 
that you have no firsthand remembrance of the case of Irving Peress, 
and since you have returned from Germany you have looked over the 
files and looked over the papers you have handled, and that has re- 
freshed your memory, is that correct ? 

Major Van Sicxuz. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. During this period of time; in 1952, there was a 
regulation, as I understand it, that the applicants under the Doctors’ 
Draft Act did not have to complete all of their forms prior to the 
time they were given their commission or called on active duty; is that 
correct ¢ 

Major Van Sicxtz. That is correct. 

Mr. Kennepy. One of the sets of forms that they did not have to 
complete was form DD-98, and also form DD-398; is that correct? 

Major Van Sickuz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Forms DD-98 and 398 had questions on their secu- 
rity; is that correct? 

Major Van Sicxze. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Some of these individuals or these applicants would 
complete the forms after they had received their commission, but 
sometimes prior to the time they were called on active duty, is that 
correct ? 

Major Van Sickiz. The applicants were required to complete the 
loyalty oath, DD forms 98 and 98—A, and the personal history state- 
ment, the 398 form, after the commissioning. 

Mr, Kennepy. That sometimes occurred prior to the time they came 
on active duty, and sometimes it occurred after they came on active 
ch is that correct? 

ajor Van Sicxiz. That is correct, sir, sometimes before they came 


on active duty and sometimes after. 
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Mr. Kennepy. And in this particular case of Irving Peress, it hap- 
pened that the forms DD-98 and 398 were executed on October 28 
of 1952, and furnished to the First Army between October 28 and No- 
vember 14. Do you have any firsthand knowledge of that, or are 
you aware of that? 

Major Van Sick.z. I have no firsthand knowledge of it; only what 
the record shows. 

Mr. Kennepy. Major, in these cases in which a form 398 or 98 
was executed after the applicant had received his commission but 
peas to the time he came on active duty, were there any steps taken 

y the Army to prevent him from being called to active duty until 
a full field investigation had been made of him, if on these forms 
he took the fifth amendment or resorted to the Federal constitutional 
privilege ? 

Major Van Sicxue. I am not sure that I understand the question, 
sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. What was the policy of the Army toward these indi- 
viduals who took the fifth amendment on their Forms DD-98 and 
398 after they had received their commissioning but prior to the time 
they were called on active duty? 

Major Van Sicxuz. I am not familiar with whatever policy was in 
existence at the time. In our commissioning procedure, the man was 
commissioned prior to the execution of these forms. There was no 
requirement that the man be investigated or cleared prior to being 
called to active duty. 

Mr. Kennepy. Then the Army, as you understand it, had no policy 
toward these individuals who executed the DD-98 and 398, and took 
the fifth amendment on those forms, toward their being called to 
active duty; as far as you were concerned, the Army had no policy ? 

Major Van Stcxxz. As far as I was concerned, if there was a policy, 
I did not know it. 

Mr. Kennepy. And you were in the position of the individual who 
was responsible for processing the forms of these applicants and ulti- 
mately giving the orders which led to their being called to active duty ? 

Major Van Srcxte. I processed the forms of the man with the ex- 
ception of the DD Form 98 and the 98—A and 398, that were normaly 
completed after the commissioning. My office did not process those, 
sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Your office had the responsibility for giving the 
orders that would ultimately lead to the applicant being called to 
active duty. 

Major Van Sicxrx. That is right, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Was there any discussion between you and the Re- 
serve division or the Intelligence division regarding the calling to 
active duty of individuals who had taken the fifth amendment on thes 
forms ? 

Major Van Stcxte. I do not recall any formal! discussions or ar- 
rangements. 

Mr. Kennepy. Well, was there anybody that you knew disturbed 
about the fact that these individuals were being called on active duty 
as officers, who had taken the fifth amendment on these loyalty forms? 

Major Van Sickie. None of the people that I had edn dealing 


with appeared to be. 
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Mr. Kennepy. Now, Major Van Sickle, maybe I should refresh 
your memory, that w hen we talked to you on M: arch 1 you stated to us, 
as I understand it—and possibly you have had your memory re- 
freshed—that you had an understanding with Mr. Kirkland of the 
Reserve section, who processed these Forms 98 and 398, whereby he 
would inform you if an individual or an applicant had taken the fifth 
amendment, and then you would take action to see that he was not 

salled to active duty, because you were disturbed about the fact that 
the Army was cz illing these individuals. Now, is that correct? 

Major Van Sickie. As I recall, sir, when I was questioned on that 
point, my recollection was vague, and it still is. I do not honestly 
recall whether we had a formal procedure or arrangement whereby 
this type of action could be controlled. To the best of my knowledge, 
we had had no such cases. 

Mr. Kennepy. As I understand it, it was not a formal procedure, 
but you stated that you had this understanding with Mr. Kirkland 
that he was to inform you regarding these cases. Did I misunder- 
stand you? 

Major Van Sickre. It was not my intention to give that impres- 
sion, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. That is fine, Major. 

Senator McCarruy. Could I interrupt there, Mr. Chairman 

Am I to understand that it is your testimony now that you were 
not interested in the fifth amendment Communists, and you had no 
concern about them, and you did not ask Captain Kirkland to inform 
you when a case came through his office? That seems to be contrary 
to what you told counsel previously. 

Mr. Kennepy. We had an informal talk, and it is possible that 
Major Van Sickle when he returned from ‘Ger many, and had not 
been able to consult his papers—that is my underst: anding g, and his 
understanding is something different. 

Senator McCarruy. Let me rephrase the question, then. 

Did you have any concern about the fifth amendment Communist 

cases which had been coming through your office? 

Major Van Sicxiz. Our commissioning procedure, sir 

Senator McCarruy. I am not asking you about the procedure. I 
am asking you whether or not you were concerned about the fifth 
amendment Communist cases that were being commissioned. 

Major Van Sicxiz. Up until this point, I had never seen one, or I 
never had knowledge of one. 

Senator McCarrny. You never had knowledge of one? 

Major Van Sicxrx. No, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. Up until when? 

Major Van Sickie. Up until the information was made available 
concerning the Peress case. 

Senator McCarrny. Your testimony is that Kirkland never told 
you about any other fifth amendment cases ? 

Major Van Sicxtz. Not at the time we processed the Peress case, 
no, sir. 

Senator McCarrny. I will desist for the time being. 

Mr. Krennepy. Now, Major Van Sickle, were there 5 different cases 
on which an applicant took the fifth amendment between the time 
when they were given commissions and the time they were called on 
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active duty, and you started a series of events which brought the 
Army to revoke the commissions of these 5 individuals? 

Major Van Sickie. That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. For what reason did you dothat? 

Major VAn Sickie. We had commissioned five individuals under 
this procedure that did not require the execution of a loyalty oath, 
and prior to the time these individuals were called into the active mil- 
itary service, information was received to the effect that they had 
invoked the fifth amendment in the execution of the loyalty oath. 

We had received instructions from the Department of the Army 
that these individuals, commissioned officers at that time, should be 
called into the active military service. 

In view of this additional information, we requested verification or 
confirmation, or that information was made available to the Depart- 
ment of the Army, and we requested further information as to 
whether their call into the active military service was still desired. 

Mr. Kennepy. These five individuals executed their loyalty oaths 
during October or the early part of November of 1952, which is ap- 
proximately the same time that Irving Peress executed his loyalty 
oath, is that right? 

Major VAN Sickie. I have not reviewed the records of these five, 
so I do not know. 

Mr. Kennepy. What I am trying to get at, Major Van Sickle, is 
why these five individuals were not brought on active duty. Was 
that an exception to Army policy? 

Major Van Sickie. The derogatory information that we had re- 
ceived on these individuals was made available to the Department of 
the Army, and the Department of the Army subsequently advised that 
they would not be ordered intg an active military service. 

Mr. Kennepy. For what reason did you make this information 
available to the Department of the Army, if it was the Army’s policy 
to bring these individuals on, and you had no understanding or you 
were not disturbed about the fact that these individuals were bein, 
called to active duty? Why in this particular case of these five indi- 
viduals did you make it available to the Department of the Army ? 
Did you not feel that they should be called to active duty ? 

Major Van Sickuz. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. So it was an exception, and ultimately you heard 
an exception was being made by the Department of the Army to calling 
these five individuals. 

The Cuarman. May I suggest that if we have the names of the 
five individuals, asking the major specifically as to each one.so that 
we may identify them for the record. 

Mr. Kennepy. We just have the initials, Senator. Security infor- 
mation is such that we do not have the names. We have applicable 
information regarding the individuals, and we have everything but 
their names. 

The Cuamman. That is all right. If that is the security informa- 
tion, we will not insist upon it at this time. I thought perhaps we 
had it at this time. 

Proceed. I think this, Mr. Counsel: I think we should have this 
witness identify forms DD390, and others, and I want to get those 
forms in the record so that we will know what we are talking about. 
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Mr. Kennepy. Now, just one step back on these five individuals. 
They all received honorable discharges from the Army at that time, 
and later three of them were brought back in as enlisted men and all 
of them received undesirable discharges as enlisted men. 

Major Van Sickie. Those records have not been available to me 
and I have no knowledge of those actions. 

Mr. Kennepy. They are in the hands of the committee and I am 
reading here from a memorandum that has been furnished to this 
subcommittee. 

Now, Major Van Sickle, regarding Irving Peress, you are aware 
that during January of 1952 Irving Peress registered with his draft 
board, as he had not served in the Second World War, and he was 
available for the draft; is that correct ? 

Major Van Sickie. That is what the record indicates; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Then during the middle of July 1952 he took his 
physical. Are you aware of that? 

Major Van Sickie. That is indicated here on the card, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, on May 26, just prior to that time, he executed 
his form 390. Are you familiar with that? 

Major Van Sickie. Am I familiar with that? 

Mr. Kennepy. The fact that he did execute his form 390, on May 
26, 1952. 

Major Van Sickie. I have no knowledge of the date, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Well, the record shows that date. He did execute 
his form 390 on May 26, 1952. 

Now, are you familiar with the form 390, which gives the medical 
experience of an applicant for a commission under the Doctors’ Draft 
Act? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. And question No. 32 of form 390; Major, would you 
look at this? 

(A document was handed to the witness.) 

Mr. Kennepy. Would you first identify that document Major? 

(Senator McCarthy left the room. ) 

Major Van Sickie. This document that I have in my hand here is a 
yhotostat of form 390 containing information concerning Irving 

eress, which indicates it was signed by Irving Peress on the 26th of 
May 1952. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, I ask, Mr. Chairman, if that could be made an 
exhibit to the public record ? 

The Cuamman. It will be made an exhibit, and it will be exhibit 
No. 1 of the record. 

(Exhibit No. 1 may be found in the files of the subcommittee. ) 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, Major, would you read question number 32 
on that form 390; and Maj. Irving Peress’ answer to it ? 

Major Van Sickie. Under item 32, it states: 

I am not nor have I been a conscientious objector. I am not now and I have 
not been a member of any foreign or domestic organization, association, move- 
ments, group, or combination of persons advocating a subversive policy or seek- 
ing to alter the form of Government of the United States by unconstitutional 
means. 

Mr. Kennepy. On the 11th of August, was that sworn to, Major? 
‘ Major Van Sioxte. I don’t believe so; it is not a sworn or witnessed 

orm, 
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Mr. Kennepy. Now, on the 11th of August, you received this form 
a as well as other forms executed by Irving Peress; is that 
correct ? 

Major Van Sickie. On the 11th of August we received his Stand- 
ard Form 88, Report of Physical Examination; Standard Form 89, 
ae of Medical History; and DD form 47, 62 and the DD form 
390. 

Mr. Kennepy. Then, on the 12th of September, you notified Dr. 
Irving Peress that he had been found physically qualified, and you 
asked him for the date that he wished to be called to active duty. 
That was a letter sent out under your signature? 

Major Van Sickie. That is what the record shows; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. And then on the 25th of September, you sent a 
notice to Irving Peress that he was found qualified for a commission, 
and that he could have a commission if he so desired ? 

Major Van Sickte. Yes, sir, that is what the record indicates here. 

Mr. Kennepy. And during this period of time you had examined 
the various forms submitted to you by Irving Peress and you reached 
the determination that he could be commissioned a captain in the 
Army; is that correct ? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir, that was the eligibility given him at 
the time, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, we have since found out, or the Army has since 
found out that he could have been commissioned initially as a major, 
rather than a captain; is that right? 

Major Van Sicxzz. That is what the record indicates; yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Are you going to take any of the credit for making 
him a captain rather than a major? That was just a mistake; it was 
not on purpose, is that correct ? 

Major Van Sickie. The basis for grade determination was changed 
about this time. Commissions up through the grade of captain were 
based solely upon years of experience. Commissions in the grade of 
major and lieutenant colonel required a given number of years of pro- 
fessional experience, but in addition extensive postgraduate training. 
As TI recall, Dr. Peress did not have that. 

Mr. Kennepy. For some reason an error was made wherein he was 
qualified to be appointed a major but he was actually appointed a 
captain; is that right? 

Mr. Brucker. May he explain that to you? 

The CuarrmMan. You may explain it. 

Major Van Sicxuz. On the 25th of September 1952, the Depart- 
ment of the Army sent instructions to the field advising that commis- 
sions up through the grade of lieutenant colonel would be based solely 
upon years of professional experience without regard for the formal 
or specialized training requirement. Under that directive Peress was 
eligible for a direct commission in the grade of major. 

In the commissioning, his commissioning took place about the time 
that this change was sent out and I just assume that it did not catch up 
with his personnel action and his original grade of captain was held to. 

Mr. Kennepy. On the 4th of October, Major Van Sickle, you sent 
a notice to the Reserve section that Irving Peress should be appointed 
as a captain; is that correct? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 
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Mr. Kennepy. Are you aware that on the 7th of October there was 
a notice sent out to Peress that he had qualified as a captain, and that 
was sent out by the Reserve section to whom you had sent the fact 
he was eligible to be appointed a captain, and at that time they sent 
him the oath of office; they sent him the forms DD 98 and 398 to be 
executed ; is that correct ? 

Major Van Sickie. On the 4th of October, my office recommended 
to the AG Reserve Forces Division at First Army that he be com- 
missioned a captain. I believe AG Reserve Forces sent him on the 
7th of October a letter of appointment, and oath of office for execution, 

Mr. Kennepy. That is just what I said. 

Major Van Sickie. Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, at that time they sent you a notification and a 
copy of this oath of office; is that correct ? 

ajor Van Sickie. Yes; we were subsequently advised that he had 
accepted his commission. 

Mr. Kennepy. And then on the 15th of October he executed his oath 
of office, as a captain in the Army; is that correct ? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, on the 28th of October you notified the Office 
of the Surgeon General that Peress, among a number of others, was 
eligible to “ called, and at that time, under your ordinary procedure, 
you would have sent down this form 390 to the Department of the 
Army; is that correct ? 

Major Van Sickie. Our normal procedure included the furnish- 
ing of a 390 form. 

(Senator Symington entered the room.) 

Mr. Kennepy. Ordinarily that form, as you understand it, would 
have gone into the Office of the Surgeon General; is that correct? 

Major Van Sickie. It would have gone to the Adjutant General, 
attention AG-Med, which I understand was the Surgeon General. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, on this date, on the 28th of October, Peress 
executed his forms 98 and 398, on which he took the fifth amendment. 
Are you aware of that? 

Major Van Sickie. No, sir; I was not. 

Mr. Kennepy. You were not? 

Major Van Sicxuz. No. 

Mr. Kennepy. But you have since learned that was a fact? 

Major Van Sickie. I have since learned of that. 

Mr. Kennepy. And some time between October 28 and November 
14, 1952, Peress submitted these forms, 98 and 398, to the First Army; 
is that correct? You are again not personally aware of it, but you 
have seen the records? 

Major Van Sickie. That is a part of the proceeding I was not in- 
volved in, but a review of the record indicates that that was the case ; 
yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. On the 5th of November, the Department of the 
Army notified the First Army, and notification came to you, that 
Peress was to be called to active duty not later than January 7? 

Major Van Sicnte. Yes, sir. 

(Those present are Senators Ervin, Jackson, Symington, Bender, 
and McClellan.) 

Mr. Kennepy. Did you, shortly after the 8th of November, write 
up the orders to call Irving Peress to active duty ? 
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Major Van Sickie. My office, according to the record, requested 
issuance of active duty orders on the 8th of November. That request 
went to the AG Orders Branch at the First Army Headquarters. 

Mr. Kennepy. Are you aware that the orders were issued by the 
First Army, by that Branch, that he should be called on the ist of 
January 1953? 

Major Van Sickte. Yes, sir, they were. 

Mr. Kennepy. Then, on the 4th of December 1952, Irving Peress 
got in touch with you and requested that there be a delay prior to his 
being called, and he wanted to finish his business? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. And subsequently the Board met and considered 
those types of requests and turned it down; is that right? 

Major Van Sickie. His request for delay was disapproved by the 
Delay Board, and I so notified him. 

Mr. Kennepy. That was on the 8th of December ? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, on the 1st of January Irving Peress was called 
to active duty, and you are aware of that? 

Major Van Sicxte. Yes, sir. 

(Senator McCarthy entered the room.) 

Mr. Kennepy. On the 5th of February, Major Van Sickle, you 
received notification from the Intelligence Branch of the First Army 
that Capt. Irving Peress was being investigated by them because of 
some derogatory information regarding him, and the purpose of this 
was so that he would not be moved and he would not receive any 
favorable promotion or change of duty orders; is that correct? 

Major Van Sickie. We received notification on the 5th of Febru- 
ary that a background investigation had been initiated in the Peress 
case. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, the next matter that you had to do with Irving 
Peress had to do with his request for a promotion; is that correct? 

Major Van Sickie. According to the record, in September of 1953. 

Mr. Kennepy. Can you just answer my questions and then we can 
proceed. I just said is that correct, that the next thing had to do with 
his promotion ? 

Major VAN Sickte. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. On the 9th of September, after you had looked at 
the record, you find over here on the chart—on the 9th of September 
Irving Peress had written a letter requesting that he be promoted from 
captain to major under the new law or new amendment to the law that 
had just been passed by Congress; is that correct ? 

Major Van Sickie, Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, that letter was forwarded through channels at 
Camp Kilmer to the First Army; is that correct ? 

Major VAN Sickie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. At that time it came to your attention, and you had 
a conference with Captain Kirkland in the First Army on the question 
of whether Peress was eligible to receive this readjustment or promo- 
tion to major? 

Major Van Sicste. I do not recall a conference as such. The record 
shows that this letter was endorsed to the Department of the Army. 
The letter was signed by one of the regular adjutant generals at the 
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Army headquarters. However, the endorsement does bear my office 
symbols, which would indicate that I assisted the AG Section at 
First Army in preparing the forwarding endorsement on this letter. 

Mr. Kennepy. You prepared this endorsement for Irving Peress; 
is that correct ? 

Major Van Sickie. The record indicates that it contained my office 
symbols, and was perhaps perpared in my office. 

Mr. Kennepy. Would you identify this document, please ? 

(A document was handed to the witness. ) 

Major Van Sicxte: It appears to be a photostat of the Peress letter 
that you have referred to, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Is your endorsement on there ? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. Would you read into the record your endorsement, 
please ? 

Major VAN Sick1z (reading) : 


[Third endorsement] 


HEADQUARTERS First Army, 
Governors Island, New York 4, N.Y. 
To The Adjutant General, Department of the Army, Washington 25, D. C. 
Attention: AGPR-A. 


Paragraph 1: Attention is invited to the basic communication from Captain 
Irving Peress, Service number indicated, who was commissioned in the 
DCUSAR by letter this Headquarters dated 7 October, 1952, and was accepted 
by him on 15 October, 1952. 

2: Available information indicates that Dr. Peress possessed the minimum 
11 years of qualifying dental professional experience prescribed for appointment 
in the grade of Major, and that his original appointment in the grade of Captain 
was in error. 

3: Captain Peress was ordered in the active military service effective 1 Janu- 
ary 1953, per paragraph 7, Special Orders 221, this Headquarters, dated 10 
November 1952, and assigned to the Medical Field Service School, Brooke Army 
Medical Center, Fort Sam Houston, Texas. 

4: Recommend action be initiated to reappoint Captain Peress in the grade of 
Major in accordance with eligibility requirements set forth in Special Regula- 
tions 140-105-6, and 140-105-9. It is requested that this headquarters be advised 
of the action taken in this case. 

And that letter was authenticated by a Captain Dude, adjutant 
general officer. 

Mr. Kennepy. You can tell by the symbols at the top of the letter 
that that was a letter that was executed in your office; is that correct ? 

Major Van Sicxix. Well, the fact that my office symbols appear in 
the upper left-hand corner would indicate that my office had prepared 
either all or part of this reply. 

Mr. Kennepy. Do you have any independent recollection of that 
letter ? 

Major Van Stcxtx. No, sir; I do not. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, during this period of time, to get back to the 
5th of February. We see over here that you had been notified of the 
fact that there was an investigation going on by Intelligence, G-2, 
First Army, of Maj. Irving Peress ? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. That information was available to you ? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir; it became available to my office on the 
5th or 6th of February. 
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Mr. Kennepy. So at the time that you executed this endorsement 
you had information in your office that there was a full investigation 
being made of Irving Peress? 

" Major Van Sickiz. Yes, sir; that information was in our classified 
lies. 

Mr. Kennepy. Would you identify this document here, please, sir? 

(A document was handed to the witness. ) 

Senator Benper. Would it be possible to have the air conditioning 
turned on here? 

The Cuammman. The Chair is not the janitor. I hope someone can 
do it. 

Major Van Sicxte. This is a photostatic copy of a status card that 
was maintained in my office, on each special registrant that we proc- 
arent and this document happens to be a photostat of the Peress 
card. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, on that status card there is a notation that 
there was this investigation being conducted of Irving Peress; is 
that correct? 

Major Van Sickie. The entry that was made on the status card, on 
the 6th of February 1953, was worded in terms that did not readily 
identify itasasecurity entry. May I read it, sir? 

Mr. Kennepy. You may. 

Major Van Sicxxe. This is an entry from the status card, dated 
February 8, 1953: 

Comment No. 2, to AG Reserve forces, advising Captain Peress’ 
order to January class, Fort Sam. In parenthesis there is entry 
“CONF-file.” The entry was made—I can’t tell from the photostat— 
but in either pencil or ink. That is handwritten and it does not refer 
to the fact that the February 5 notification was a notification con- 
cerning a security case. 

Mr. Kennepy. Was it your secretary who wrote that notation in 
there ¢ 

Major Van Sickie. Our office procedure was for the secretary who 
typed the communication or typed the action to post an appropriate 
entry on our control card. 

Mr, Kennepy. Could we have this made an exhibit to the record! 

The Cuairman. The two documents may be made exhibits, one No. 2 
and one No. 3. 

(Exhibit No. 2 appears in the appendix on p. 59. Exhibit No. 3 may 
be found in the files of the subcommittee. ) 

Mr. Kennepy. Did you have any procedure, Major; did you have 
any instructions from your secretary as to how she would write in 
your file, in the status card file, when an investigation was being con- 
ducted of a particular individual ? 

Major Van Sicxiz. No, sir, to my knowledge this was the first case 
of its kind that we had ever had. 

Mr. Kennepy. So she was not familiar as to how you wanted that 
written, is that correct? 

Major Van Sickie. That is right. 

Mr. Kennepy. Now, in the ordinary course, you would go through 
that status card, is that correct? 

Major Van Sicxxe. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. And would you give the committee your explanation 
as to why you missed that information in this case? 
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Major Van Sicxxez. First of all, the Peress case, or the information 
concerning the manner in which Peress had executed his loyalty oath 
did not become available to my office until approximately a month after 
the man had been ordered into the active military service. 

Mr. Kennepy. I understand that. But now on this particular 
thing ¢ 

Major Van Sickie. The particular entry on the card, as I indicated 
before, wasn’t worded in such a way that it identified the entry as a 
security entry, or an entry concerning a security matter. It merely 
referred to the fact that we had advised AG that Peress had been 
ordered to the January class at the Medical Field Service School. 

Mr. Kennepy. Did he have in parentheses there “in confidential 
file” ? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes. 

Mr. Kennepy. What did that mean? 

Major Van Sickie. That meant that the correspondence was not in 
the open file, that it was a classified document. With the passage of 
time, 8 months later, this entry was not sufficient to tab the case for me 
when the September 1953 letter came through. 

Senator McCarruy. May I interrupt? 

You just got through telling counsel here that there was nothing in 
the card to indicate that it was a security case. Now you tell him, 
under his examination, that there was a notation on it saying “confi- 
dential file.” That would indicate to any ordinary person, I assume, 
that there was something in the confidential file. I just can’t follow 
you at all. 

Do you understand me? In one breath you say there is nothing on 
the card to show he was a security case and in the next breath, after 
he questioned you, you said, “There was, it was marked ‘confidential.’ ” 
Why didn’t you go to the confidential file to ascertain why such a 
notation appeared on the card ? 

Major Van Sickuz. The card entry wasn’t worded in such a man- 
ner that it would clearly indicate that this was a security entry. 

Speiee McCarruy. What would “confidential file” indicate to 

ou 
‘ Major Van Sickie. That the particular document was not in the 
open file. 

Senator McCartny. Weren’t you curious before approving a pro- 
motion to check that confidential file ? 

Major Van Sicxxz. In checking the case in September, I just missed 
it. 

Senator McCarruy. How did you miss it? 

Major Van Sickie. I didn’t identify the remark as a remark con- 
cerning the security action that had come through 8 months previously. 

Senator McCarruy. Try to listen to me carefully. The card said 
“confidential file.” Before approving his promotion did you check 
the confidential file? 

Major Van Sickie. I did not, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. Can you tell us why? 

Major Van Sickie. I missed the entry, the scrawled pencil entry on 
the card. 

Senator McCarruy. In other words, you didn’t see the words “con- 
fidential file” ? 
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Major Van Sicxtz. No, sir, I did not. 

The Cuatrman. May I ask you a question, Major? 

Is the notation “confidential file” on the copy a flag or a signal to 
those who read the document to go to the confidential file before taking 
action, and review it and see what is in it ? 

Major Van Sickxe. It should have been, yes, sir. 

The Cuatmman. Had you discovered that entry, it would have been 
your duty and you would have, as you state, gone to that confidential 
file and ascertained its contents? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. You would have ascertained the derogatory infor- 
mation that it may have contained before you took action on it? 

Major Van Sicxue. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Is that correct? 

Major Van Sicxue. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatmrman. Now, what you are telling us is that notwithstand- 
ing the fact that there was an entry on the document, indicating there 
was something in the confidential file, you simply overlooked it ? 

Major Van Sicxxe. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. You didn’t notice it? 

Major Van Sickie. That is right. 

The Cuarrman. It didn’t come to your attention, is that right ? 

Major Van Sickie. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuarrman. For that reason, you didn’t check that information 
before you passed on the document ? 

Major Van Sickie. That is absolutely correct. 

The CuatrmMan. Now, had you discovered it, and had you gone to 
the file, at that time, is it quite probable that all of this trouble about 
Major Peress would not have occurred ? 

Major Van Sickie. No, sir. 

The Cuamrman. What would have been the result ? 

Major Van Srckte. The check of the official records shows that his 
promotion or reappointment was not a result of this action. It was 
an entirely separate action that came about as a result of the change in 
the doctor draft law. 

The Cuatrrman. Let me ask you this. Would you have placed a dif- 
ferent endorsement on the document before you sent it to channels? 

Major Van Sickte. I would, sir. 

The Cuatrrman. Calling attention to the fact? 

Major Van Sicxuez. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman, Of the derogatory information. And had you had 
that derogatory information, as you checked your files, would you have 
recommended his promotion ? 

Major Van Sicsxe. No, sir, our forwarding endorsement merely 
would have referred to the fact that a background investigation had 
been initiated on the man. 

The Cuarrman. All right, Mr. Kennedy. 

Senator McCarruy. Could I ask one question there ? 

I understand that some officers were reprimanded in connection 
with the Peress case. Were you reprimanded ? 

Major Van Sickie. Was I reprimanded ; no, sir. 

Senator McCarrny. Were you interviewed by the IG? 

Major Van Sickie. I was questioned by the IG; yes, sir. 
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Mr. Kennepry. Major, you were questioned by the Inspector General 
of New York, First Army ? 

Major Van Sickie. No, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. You were interrogated by the Inspector General of 
Washington ? 

Major VAN Sicxuz. No, sir. 

Mr. Kennepy. By whom were you investigated ? 

Major Van Sickie. In Munich, Germany. 

Mr. Kennepy. On what date were you interrogated ? 

Major Van Sicxtez. I don’t recall the date. 

Mr. Kennepy. Was it after the Inspector General filed his report 
with the Secretary of the Army, on April 16, 1954? 

Major Van Sicxxe. Sir, I have no keouldes of the Inspector’s 
report. 

Mr. Kennepy. The records will show that the names of those that 
were interviewed by the Inspector General by the time he filed his 
report, had been furnished to this committee, and Major Van Sickle’s 
name is not on there. 

The Cuamrman. Major, state as near as you can recall the month 
or the time when you were interrogated by the Inspector General. 
You have some idea about the time. It was after you went to Germany. 
Now when ? 

Major Van Sickie. In the spring of 1954. 

The Cuarman. In the spring of 1954? 

Major Van Sicxtg. Yes, sir. 

The Cuamman. But you can’t identify any nearer than that? 

Major Van Sickie. It was some time between March and July. 

The CuarrMan. That gives us some latitude, doesn’t it? It narrows 
it down some. Did you give a written statement? 

Major Van Sickxz. No, sir. 

The CuatrmMan. You didn’t sign any statement ? 

Major Van Sicxtz. No, sir, not to my knowledge. 

The Cuairman. Were you interrogated about this particular point? 

Major Van Sickie. About the Peress case ? 

The CHairman. Yes, about this particular point, and how you 
happened to overlook that “Confidential” notation. 

ajor VAN Sickue. No, sir, not to my knowledge. 

The Cnamman. Was that document discussed with you in the 
course of the Inspector General’s interrogation of you! 

Major Van Sickie. Not to my knowledge, sir. 

Senator Benprer. Were you asked to cover up at any time on any 
of this? 

Major Van Sickie. No, sir. 

Senator Benprr. You made a mistake initially here of not complet- 
ing the records, is that correct ? 

ajor Van Sicxxe. I don’t believe — 

Senator Benper. You didn’t make a complete record. 

Major Van Sickie. Would you repeat the question ? 

Senator Benper. Several of. these questions were not answered, or 


you overlooked reading them, is that correct? Or if they were 
answered, you didn’t pay any attention to them ? 

Major Van Sicxtz. I overlooked in September of 1953, the Feb- 
ruary 5, 1953, entry on the status card advising that a background 





94 ARMY PERSONNEL ACTIONS RELATING TO IRVING PERESS 


investigation had been initiated on the man. I overlooked that entry 
because the entry was worded on the card in such a way that it didn’t 
clearly indicate a security case, and in the press of work I just 
overlooked it. 

Senator Benper. You didn’t know this man Peress personally ? 

Major Van Sicxtz. No, sir. 

Senator Benper. You had no knowledge of his background, or 
anything else ? 

Major Van Sickie. No, sir. 

Senator Benper. No one has ever asked you at any time to go soft 
on him, or to cover up? 

Major VAn Sicxtz. No, sir. The only request that we had was his 
own request for a delay in call to duty, which our office disapproved. 

Mr. Jutiana. Was that request made of you personally by Peress? 

Major Van Sroxie. It was submitted to me. 

Mr. Jou1aAna. When was that? 

Major Van Sicxxe. The card here contains an entry indicating that 
that was in December, the 8th of December 1952. 

Mr. JourianaA. Then you did have personal contact with Peress 
prior to the time that you sent this indorsement on his request for a 
promotion ? 

Major VAN Sicxkze. No, sir, this was a letter request that he sent in. 

Mr. Juuiana. He did not speak with you personally about it? 

Major Van Sicxxz. I have no recollection of ever having spoken 
to the man personally. 

Senator McCarrny. I have just one question. 

We had a list here of the officers interviewed by the Inspector Gen- 
eral’s Office, and your name is not on this list. Now, I wonder why 
the Inspector Genera] omitted your name from the list, if you would 
know. Do you know why? 

Major VAN Sickux. No, sir, I don’t, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. There is no question in your mind that you 
were interviewed ? 

Major Van Sicsxez. I was interviewed, yes, sir. 

Senator McCarruy. So your name was left off the list either by 
mistake or purposely ? 

Major en Sickie. I was interviewed by an inspector general in 
Munich, Germany. 

Senator McCartruy. So your name, having been left off the list 
submitted to us, was left off either by mistake or purposely ? 

Major Van Sickie. I honestly don’t know. 

Senator McCartuy. You don’t have to coach him, Mr. Brucker. 

Mr. Brucker. I take exception to that, Senator, because I have not 
coached any witness. I think that it is an unfair statement on your 
part, because I have not at any time coached the witness. 

The CHamman. The Chair will handle that situation. 

Senator McCartrny. May I get the record straight? 

Mr. Brucker, you did just tell the witness what to say, did you not? 

Mr. Brucker. I did not. I just said to Mr. Coughlin, my associate 
here, that at no time was there anything of that kind that occurred, 
this witness knows nothing about it, and Fred agreed. 

The CHatrrman. Let me say this to the counsel, that the counsel 
does have a right to counsel the witness and, of course, he has no right, 
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as counsel knows, himself, to try to tell the witness what to say, or 
not to say, in response to interrogations where he is testifying under 
oath. 

Mr. Brucker. Not only is that so, but I shall ask the witness, if 
there is any question about it, to consult with me now personally. 
And I don’t want in any way to have a repetition of that statement. 

The CuarrMan. We will try to proceed without it, but I am sure 
that counsel wants to observe the rules of the committee and will 
undertake to do so. 

Senator McCarruy. Just so that there is no question about this, 
I would like to have the record show that when I asked the witness 
a question Mr. Brucker turned toward him and made a statement. 
The witness waited until Mr. Brucker was through and then answered 
the question. Whether that is coaching or what it is, the Chair can 
decide. But I don’t like to see it done. I think that counsel is there 
only for the purpose of advising the witness on legal questions and 
not for the purpose of telling him what to say. 

The Cuatrman. The Chair didn’t observe the particular incident at 
the time. I am very sorry my attention was attracted to something 
else. The Chair will try to be more alert and, if he observes any 
misconduct on the part of witness or counsel, he will take appropriate 
action to correct it, I think we can all understand that. 

I would like for the record, and I don’t think there is any question 
about this document, and it will save us calling some witness to testify 
to it, and I would like to place in the record at this point the list of 
names that were furnished the subcommittee of those whom the In- 
spector General interrogated regarding the Peress case. I will ask 
that that be made an exhibit, exhibit No. 4 in the record at this time. 

(Exhibit No. 4 appears in the appendix on p. 61.) 

The Chair would like to ask you a few questions, bearing in mind 
that we will have to conclude at 12 o’clock promptly because the 
Senate is in session. The Chair would like to ask you just a few 
questions. 

Going back to the beginning of this Peress case, and I think that 
I have very generally in mind the dates, and so forth, but, as I recall 
the form DD 390 was the first form and that was submitted by Dr. 
Peress at the time he applied for a commission. Is that correct? 

Major Van Sick». Not quite, sir. That was part of the case as it 
originally came to us from the Selective Service System. 

The Cuamman. That is the first form that Dr. Peress executed, is 
that correct? 

Major Van Srckte. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. That is DD 390? 

Major Van Sickxp. Yes, sir. 

The CuarrmMan. That is the form, I think it is exhibit 1, in which he 
stated that he had not been a member of any group or any organiza- 
tion that was subversive or advocated the overthrow of the Govern- 
ment by unconstitutional processes, is that correct ? 

Major Van Sickie. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Now, that is the only form that was in his file relat- 
ing to any subversive activities, and that was the only form that was 
in his file up to the time he was commissioned ? 

Major Van Sickie. That is correct, sir. 
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The Cuatmman. Now, after he was commissioned, what date was 
that? Get it in the record there. 

Major Van Sickie. He accepted his commission according to the 
record on the 15th of October 1952. 

The Craarrman, On the 15th of October 1952? 

Major Van Sickxe. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarmman. And he was not called to active duty until what 
time? 

Major Van Sickie. January 1, 1953. 

The Cuarrman. In 1953, a period of some 3 months; is that correct? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 

The CyHarrman. During that time, knowing he was going to be 
called into the service and that he had complied with regulations thus 
far by submitting form 390, was there not time and opportunity for 
you to get the other two forms, form DD 98 and form DD 398, before 
he was called to active duty ? 

Major Van Sickie. The processing procedures at First Army were 
such that that was not a part of the processing of his case, that I was 
involved in, sir. The 98A and the 98 and the 398 never came into my 
possession, not only on the Peress case, or any other case. 

The Cuarrman. Whose duty was it to procure those forms? 

Major Van Sickie. The duty of AG, Reserve Forces Division. 

The Cuarrman. Then, you have no responsibility for procuring it? 

Major Van Sickie. No, sir. 

The Cuarrman. But a period of approximately 3 months elapsed 
from the time that he had executed form 390, before he was called 
into active duty; is that correct? 

Major Van Sickie. That is correct, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And he was called into active duty without having 
been required to execute these loyalty forms prior thereto ? 

Major Van Sicxxe. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. From the time he was given a commission, some 
3 months elapsed, during which time, I would think it would be ample 
time for the proper responsible authority charged with that responsi- 
bility in the Army to have procured these forms from him before be 
was celled to active duty; is that correct? 

Ma‘or Van Sicxktz. I believe he did submit the forms, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Prior to the time he was called to active duty? 

Major Van Sick ez. I believe so; yes, sir. 

The Cuarman. Are you sure of that? 

Major Van Sicxxe. I have reviewed the record, and I believe the 
record does indicate that he submitted his 98 and 98A and 398 prior 
to January 1, 1953, but those forms did not come to my office and I 
have no knowledge of them. 

The Cuatrman. I am talking about before he was called to active 
duty. 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 

The Cuamrman. Then maybe I was incorrect. I understand these 
forms were submitted within 2 weeks after he was commissioned, is 
that correct, and before he was called to active duty ? 

Major Van Sickie. I believe that is what the record indicates; 

eS, Sir. 
' The Cuarmman. Then this knowledge, the knowledge that these 
forms reveal and the information that these forms reveal were within 
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the knowledge of the responsible authorities of the Army before he 
was called into active service ? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairman, Is that correct? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. And notwithstanding that information he was 
called to active duty ? 

Major Van Sicxkue. Yes, sir. 

The Cuairman. Now, what was the policy, so far as you knew, 
at that time, with respect to calling to active duty doctors who had 
been commissioned but who took the fifth amendment on questions 
of loyalty to the country? Did you have any policy and did you have 
any instructions ? 

Major Van Sickie. We had received or I know of no policy or 
instructions that had been furnished us concerning those cases, sir. 

The Cuamman. How did it occur that some 5 others were detected 
and were promptly discharged from the service, some 5 other doctors 
who had taken the fifth amendment ? 

Major Vaw Sickxix. The information concerning the manner in 
which they had executed their forms was made available to me prior 
to the time they were actually called into the active military service. 
That information was forwarded to the Department of the Army 
for determination as to whether we should still continue with our 
processing and call to active duty. 

The CHarrman. Then when that information came in on forms 98 
and 398, when those came in those forms were referred to you to call 
that to your attention, is that correct? 

Major Van Sickie. The information on the five was called to my 
attention; yes, sir. 

The Cratrman. How did it occur that the information on Dr. 
Peress was not called to your attention ? 

Major Van Sicxxe. I have no way of knowing, sir. 

The CuHatrmMan. You have no way of knowing? 

Major Van Sickie. No, sir. 

The Crairman. Is there anything that you know about in the 
handling of his case to indicate to you that it was purposely with- 
held from you? 

Major Van Sickxz. No, sir; I have no way of knowing. 

The Crarrman. Is there any way you can account for it having 
been withheld from you? 

Major Van Sickie. No, sir. 

The CrarrmMan. You can’t account for it? 

Major Van Sicxte. No, sir; I cannot. 

The Cirairman. In the proper processing of it, you should have 
received it in that proper processing; is that “correct! 

Major Van Sickie. I would not have received the forms, sir. 

The Cuatrman. What did you receive on the other five doctors 
that were in? 

Major Van Sickie. Verbal information. 

The Cuamman. From whom? 

Major Van Sickie. From the AG, Reserve Forces. 

The CHamrmMan. Where were they’ stationed ? 

Major Van Sickie. First Army Headquarters. 
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The Cuarrman. They did call your attention to five others? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. lak 

The Cuarmrman. Along at the same time that Peress was being in- 
ducted into the service, or being called to active duty ? 

Major Van Sicxiz. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarmman. Were they of the same general group being called 
at that time? 

Major Van Sicx.e. Sir, I don’t believe I understand that question, 
sir. 

The Cuarmman. At that time I think that you said you were proc- 
essing about 2,000? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 

The Cuatrman. The call had gone out for about 2,000; is that 
correct ¢ 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 

The CHarrmMan. Well, the five that we have referred to here were 
among that 2,000? 

Major Van Sickie. We were processing 2,000 and calling to duty 
about 300 a month from the First Army area. These were among 
that group. 

The Cuamman. And so was Peress? 

Major Van Sicxuir. Later events indicated that; yes, sir. 

The Cuarmman. So that somehow there was a slipup in the Peress 
case, whereas you did detect. five others in a similar status who had 
taken the same position he had, relatively speaking, with respect. to 
loyalty. Five others were detected, and Peress was not detected, and, 
therefore, he continued on active duty ? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Now, whom did you have your conversations with 
that alerted you as to those five? Can you name the party? You 
said it was verbal. 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. I believe it was a Captain Kirkland. 

The Cuarmman. Captain Kirkland ? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. You had conversations with him regarding the five? 

Major Van Sicsxe. I couldn’t swear that I did with all 5 with him, 
but I received the information concerning the 5 either from him or 
personnel in his office. 

The Cuamman. I have 1 or 2 other questions, and then Senator 
Symington wishes to ask a question before we adjourn. Was it Cap- 
tain Kirkland’s duty under Army regulations, and under policies then 
in effect, to inform you of those who were being called into the service 
as Dr. Peress and the five to whom we have referred, to inform you 
if there was derogatory information regarding them? Was it his 
duty and responsibility to do that? 

Major Van Sicxxez. I do not know, sir. 

The Cuarrman. Well, he did it in five cases, you say, or his office 
did? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarmman. Do you know whether it was his duty to do it or 
not? 

Major Van Sickir. No, sir; I do not. 

The Cuarrman. Do you know how he happened to inform you about 
the five, then, and why he informed you, if he had no responsibility 
to do it? 
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Major Van Sickie. No, sir; I do not. 

The Cuarrman. Did you inquire of him about them or did he vol- 
untarily give you the information about them 

Major Van Sicxxiz. The information came to me voluntarily, sir. 

The Cuarrman. It came to you voluntarily from Captain Kirkland ? 

Major Van Sickie. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. You do not know, as an Army officer, knowing the 
regulations, you do not know whether under the procedures existing 
at that time and the regulations then in effect, that it was his duty 
toinform you? You say that you do not know? 

Major Van Sicxue. I don’t know, sir. 

The Cuatrman. Did you have a conversation with him, or did he 
have a conversation with you at any time about Major Peress 4 

Major Van Sicxtr. To the best of my knowledge, no, sir. 

The CuarrMan. Now, did you not state to members of the staff when 
they first interrogated you ‘about this, Major, that you had an ar- 
rangement with Dr. Kirkland, or Captain Kirkland, in which he was 
to inform m you and had you not worked out such an arrangement? Did 
you state that to the staff when they first interrogated you 4 

Major Van Sickie. Sir, when I was first interrogated by the staff, 
it is my recollection that I indicated that we had a formal arrange- 
ment established between my office, the AG Office, and the G-2 Sec- 
tion, when the commissioning regulation was changed shortly—I 
believe it was changed in November of 1952—to require the execu- 
tion of a loyalty oath prior to the commissioning. When that regula- 
tion came out, we did—the three offices concerned established a pro- 
cedure as to how we would handle these forms that came in. 

Mr. Kennepy. That didn’t answer his question. 

Major Van Sickie. I have no recollection of any procedure that 
was in existence prior to the changing of the regulations. 

The Cuatrman. Major, I asked you if you had such a conversation 
with the staff in which you advised them that you had an arrange- 
ment with Captain Kirkland in these cases that he was to inform you 
about them ? 

Major Van Sickie. In my conversations with the staff, I recall 
having referred to an arrangement that we had, but my arrangement 
dealt, as I have indicated already, with the processing of cases after 
the regulation was changed. My recollections prior to that are vague. 

The Cuarrman. The Chair wishes to accommodate Senator Syming- 
ton before we recess at 12 o’clock, and Senator Symington had a ques- 
tion or two. 

Senator Symineton. Major, how was the 390 form distributed ? 

Major Van Sickxe. I believe, sir, that the 390 form was received 
in triplicate. One copy of the 390 was returned to the Selective Serv- 
ice System, after we had determined the man’s physical and pro- 
fessional eligibility. The other, the second copy—or rather the other 
two copies—were retained in the man’s case hie j in my office. After 
the individual had been commissioned, at such time as we reported 
the event of his commissioning to Washington, we were required to 
furnish one copy of the 390 to the Adjutant General, attention AG- 
Med. The third copy of the 390 normally stayed in the individual 
case file and was a matter of permanent record. 
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Senator Symineton. Have you ever looked into the First Army 
201 file, on Major Peress? 

Major Van Sicxue. In the file that I had; yes, sir. 

Senator Symrneron. Have you looked at it recently ? 

Major Van Sicxiz. Yes, sir; I have reviewed the record during the 
last several days. 

Senator Symrneron. Was the 390 form in there at that time? 

Major Van Sickie. There was, I believe; yes, sir. 

Senator Symineton. Had you looked at it previously to your review 
in the last few days? 

Major Van Sicxxr. I hadn’t looked at the file until during the last 
week or 10 days, sir. 

Senator Symrneron. I have one other question. You say that you 
made a mistake, and that you did not notice the word “confidential.” 
Therefore, do you think that this matter from your standpoint is a 
personal error on your part, or do you think that it is an error in 
the procedure of the Army, or do you think it is both ? 

Maier Van Sickie. Well, it was a personal error on my part in 
September of 1953 when I didn’t recognize the February 5, 1953, 
entry for what it was. 

Senator Symineron. Do you feel the procedure was wrong; and 
if so, has there been anything done to correct it ? 

Major Van Sickie. The commissioning procedure was changed 
during the latter part of 1952 to require the execution of a loyalty 
oath prior to the commissioning rather than after. 

Senator Symineton. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Junmitana. Major, referring back to form 390, Mr. Kennedy 


asked you if it was sworn to, and I believe I am correct in saying 
that you did not believe it was? 

Major Van Sicxtz. I don’t believe it was, sir. 

Mr. Jutrana. I would like to read the next to the last line of this 
form DD-3890, and it states: 


I certify that the information given above is true, accurate, and complete to 
the best of my knowledge. 

_ And now I would like to read title 18, section 1001 of the United 
States Code, Annotated, which states: 

Whoever in any matter within the jurisdiction of any department or agency 
of the United States knowingly and willfully falsifies, conceals, or covers up by 
any trick, scheme, or devise, a material fact, or makes any false, fictitious, or 
fraudulent statement or representation, or makes or uses any false writing or 
document knowing the same to contain any false, fictitious, or fraudulent state- 
ment or entry, shall be fined not more than $10,000 or imprisoned not more than 
five years or both. ie 

The Cuarrman. It is 12 o’clock, and the time of 12 o’clock having 
arrived, the committee has no authority to continue in session after 
that hour. 

Mr. Brucker. Is that a question, Mr. Chairman? 

The Cuarrman. The Senate is presently in session. 

Mr. Brucker. Was that a question of the witness or what was that? 

Mr. Jurtana. The last part was not a question. 

The Cuatrman. The last part was not a question and he just read 
the statute. Of course, we know that is a problem for the Justice 
Department, and this committee cannot prosecute him. All we can 
do is try to develop facts, and that is what we are going to try to do. 
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Senator McCarthy would like to ask Governor Brucker a question, 
and I will recess the committee so far as the committee hearings. 
Governor Brucker is not under oath, and you may ask a question for 
information. 

Senator McCarruy. Governor Brucker, I have just one question. 
You stated that the Army officers would be allowed to give us all of 
the information that they have about any conversation which they had 
in regard to Peress. Would that also apply to John Adams? 

Mr. Brucker. It would also apply to ike Adams with respect to 
ull matters connected with the Peress matter here, and he, of course, 
will be made available to the committee. 

I would like to say in addition to that—-— 

Senator McCarrny. Before you do that 

Mr. Bruckner. I would like to finish, if I may. 

I would like to say in addition that we have made John Adams 
available to the committee repeatedly, and without any strings on it at 
all, and he has communicated with the committee upon at least one, 
and I think more, occasions, and he will be ready to testify here. 

Senator McCarrny. Now, can I get my question answered? The 
question is this: Will Adams be allowed to testify as to any conversa- 
tions about the Peress case, specifically at the meeting of January 21? 

Mr. Brucker. Senator, I came here after that time and I know 
nothing about the matter, and I will counsel with John Adams and 
find out, and I will let you know. 

Senator McCarrtuy. Is there some cutoff date? I want to know 
whether he can tell us about any conversation that he had regarding 
the Peress case, regardless of whether it was before you came or after 
youcame. Weare not interested in when you came. 

Mr. Brucker. I will counsel with him. Thank you very much. 

Senator McCartuy. Now, will you counsel him to answer all of the 
questions about any conversations that he had with 

Mr. Brucker. I will tell you after I have counseled with him. I 
will tell you after I have counseled with him. 

Senator McCarruy. You cannot tell us now? 

Mr. Brucker. No; because I don’t know about the circumstances. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will stand in recess until 10 o’clock 
in the morning, and I will have to indicate at that time, or earlier if 
I can, whether we will have to continue the sessions in this room or 
if some other committee room will be available. 

Mr. Brucker. For our information, would it be fair to ask you 
how long tomorrow will be? 

The Peimae I beg your pardon? 

Mr. Brucker. How long will we work tomorrow? From 10 to 12, 
or how long? 

The Cuarrman. We have in mind to continue all day, and we have 
permission from the Senate to continue in session for the whole hear- 
ing during the time the Senate is in session after 12 o’clock today. 

(The Senators present at the time of the adjournment were Senators 
Symington, Jackson, Ervin, McClellan, McCarthy, and Bender.) 

(Whereupon, the committee adjourned at 12:05 p. m., to reconvene 
at 10 a. m., Woleaiay. March 16, 1955.) 
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EXCHANGE OF CORRESPONDENCE BETWEEN SENATOR JoHN L. MoCLeLLAN, CHAIR- 
MAN, SENATE PERMANENT SUMCOMMITTEE ON INVESTIGATIONS, AND Hon. ROBERT 
T. STEVENS, SECRETARY, DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, DURING THE PERIOD FEs- 
RUARY 8, 1955 To Fepruary 28, 1955 


Feresruary 8, 1955. 
Hon. Rorert T. STEvENS, 
The Secretary of the Army, 
The Department of Defense, Washington, 25, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Secretary: As you are aware, the Senate Permanent Sub- 
committee on Investigations is conducting an investigation regarding the facts 
surrounding the granting of a commission by the Army to Dr. Irving Peress, 
the cancellation of Peress’ overseas orders, his transfer to Camp Kilmer, and 
his subsequent promotion and honorable discharge. 

Pertinent information regarding the action taken by the Army on these matters 
was furnished the Congress in the 10,000 word chronology which was released 
on January 10, 1955. However, as I explained to you on January 19, at the 
conference with you in my office, there are still a number of other matters that 
need to be clarified. At that time you stated to me that the Army intended to 
cooperate fully and that all information this subcommittee felt was pertinent to 
its investigation would be made available. 

Subsequently, on Thursday, January 20, 1955, Maj. Gen. Eugene A. Caffey, 
Judge Advocate General, telephoned Mr. Robert F. Kennedy, chief counsel of 
the Investigations Subcommittee, that he wished to confer with him. An 
appointment was arranged for 10:45 a. m., that morning. At that meeting, 
General Caffey, who was accompanied by his aide, Col. Edward Johnson, advised 
Mr. Kennedy he was handling the Peress matter for the Army and that it was 
the intention of the Army to cooperate completely with the subcommittee. He 
invited Mr. Kennedy to come to the Pentagon where he, General Caffey, would 
not only make records available, but also would arrange a conference with 
various individuals who would be in a position to furnish that information in 
which the subcommittee was interested. 

On the afternoon of January 20, 1955, Mr. Kennedy and Mr. Donald F. O’Don- 
nell of the subcommittee staff, visited the Pentagon and participated in a con- 
ference with the following officials: Maj. Gen. Eugene A. Caffey, Col. Edwart 
T. Johnson, Maj. Lawrence G. Sites, Maj. Gabriel Ivan, Capt. N. Tenhet, and 
Mr. Charles Haskins. Because the individuals present did not have the in- 
formation necessary to answer the questions asked, the conference terminated 
after a short time, 

On Friday, January 21, 1955, Major General Caffey, at the request of Mr. 
Kennedy, visited with Mr. Kennedy and Mr. O’Donnell in the subcommittee 
offices. General Caffey agreed that the conference the previous day was un- 
successful, but stated that he, as head of a special ad hoc committee established 
by the Army for the specific purpose of working with the subcommittee on the 
Peress matter, desired to cooperate completely and that it was the intention 
of the Army to furnish the subcommittee all the information and all documents 
it requested. 

Mr. Kennedy suggested to General Caffey that in view of the Army’s stated 
intentions, if the Inspector General’s report on the Peress case was made avail- 
able for review, many points in which the subcommittee had indicated an interest 
would surely be clarified. The general, the top legal officer in the Army, agreed 
and said he also felt this was the most feasible way to handle the problem now 
facing both the Army and the subcommittee. He pointed out that it was against 
Army policy to furnish Inspector General’s reports under ordinary circumstances, 
but he stated the instant situation was so unusual that it was certainly in the 
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interest of the Army, as well as the country, that all of the facts on this Peress 
question be placed before the public. General Caffey said he would contact offi- 
cials in the Pentagon with the view of making the Inspector General’s report 
available for review in the Pentagon, and he would advise on Saturday, January 
22, 1955, whether such permission would be granted. 

On Saturday morning, January 22, 1955, General Caffey telephonically advised 
staff member Donald F. O’Donnell that the Inspector General’s complete file on 
the Peress case would be made available for review by this staff in his office. On 
Monday, January 24, 1955, Mr. Kennedy and Mr. O’Donnell proceeded to the 
Pentagon, and the Inspector General’s file was made available to them by 
Colonel Johnson of the general’s immediate staff, in the office of General Caffey. 

Approximately 1144 hours later, while the two staff members were reviewing the 
report, it was taken from them by Colonel Johnson, who stated the report was 
needed in the Inspector Genera!” office. One hour and ten minutes later, Colonel 
Johnson returned and advised the staff members that neither the particular file 
copy of the Inspector General’s report that had been made available, nor any 
other file copy would be furnished this subcommittee for review. He said the 
ruling had been made by Gov. Wilber M. Brucker, the General Counsel for the 
Department of Defense, and the report had been taken back at his instructions. 

Thereafter, on the same day, the staff members conferred with former Governor 
Brucker, who confirmed the decision that the Inspector General’s report would 
no longer be made available. 

On Friday, January 28, 1955, as you recall, Mr. Secretary, at my invitation a 
conference, was held in my office with you, Mr. Fred Seaton, Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, Mr. Robert Kennedy and Mr. O’Donnell, of the subcommittee staff. 
At that time I repeated my request for cooperation and briefly reviewed the 
aforementioned difficulties which had been encountered. I specifically requested 
that I be furnished the name of a responsible official in the Pentagon who would 
be designated as the one person to whom requests could be made and from whom 
firm decisions could be received. Mr. Seaton and you assured me the name of 
such an individual would be supplied, and that furthermore, the Department 
of the Army and the Department of Defense were interested in furnishing the 
subcommittee complete cooperation in its efforts to obtain the facts regarding 
Peress’ Army career. 

On Wednesday, February 2, 1955, I sent you and Secretary Seaton a copy of 
my letter to Secretary Wilson, in which I acknowledged that I had been informed 
the previous day by telephone that Mr. Robert T. Ross, Deputy to the Assistant 
Secretary for Legislative and Public Affairs, had been appointed liaison for the 
Department of Defense and the Department of the Army to this subcommittee, 

On the above date a conference was held in the office of Mr. Kennedy with 
Mr. Robert T. Ross, Mr. Fred Coughlin, Office of the General Counsel, Depart- 
ment of Defense; Mr. Lewis B. Berry, Jr., Deputy Counsel of the Army; and 
Mr. O’Donnell, of the subcommittee staff. Mr. Kennedy requested that the 
Inspector General’s report be made available to the staff for the purposes of 
review. He stated that if the names of any confidential informants appeared 
in the report that they should be removed. Mr. Ross advised that the report 
would not be made available to the subcommittee because of a decision made 
by the Office of the General Counsel of the Department of Defense. Mr. Kennedy 
then requested, but not as an alternative to supplying the Inspector General’s 
report, that the exhibits appearing in that report would be made available. He 
further stated that the subcommittee would not be interested in the names of 
confidential informants; nor in those exhibits dealing with Irving Peress’ medical 
history; nor with the confidential reports of G—2 and other agencies regarding 
Peress’ subversive affiliations. Mr. Ross agreed to take this latter request under 
consideration and let the subcommittee have the Army’s decision at an early 
date. 

Thereafter, on Friday, February 4, 1955, Gen. C. C. Fenn, Mr. Fred Coughlin, 
and Mr. Lewis B. Berry, Jr., visited the office of Mr. Kennedy and presented 
photostats of certain exhibits appearing in the Inspector General’s report. Mr. 
Berry stated that there were a number of other exhibits that he hoped to be able 
to give to the subcommittee, but they were presently classified. In addition, he 
stated it was the position of the Department of the Army that all those exhibits 
relating to interviews by the Inspector General would not be furnished to the 
subcommittee. Mr. Kennedy explained that he felt it was of extreme importance 
that the subcommittee have access to all the missing exhibits as soon as possible, 
with the exception of Peress’ medical report and the confidential reports from 
G-2, etc., mentioned above. 
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The purpose of this letter, Mr. Secretary, is to request once again that the 
subcommittee be furnished the Inspector General’s report. The Army’s handling 
of Irving Peress—his induction, his promotion, and his honorable discharge— 
has become, as you know, a matter of great public interest and this subcommittee 
is unquestionably entitled to the answers to questions that have been raised 
regarding the Army’s handling of the case. You, Mr. Secretary, on a number 
of occasions have expressly promised this subcommittee your full cooperation 
in this investigation. The regulations dealing with the Inspector General’s 
report state that it may be made available to other than authorized Army per- 
sonnel by order of the Secretary of the Army. You can now manifest your spirit 
of cooperation by making this report available to us. 

The Inspector General’s report having previously been made available to two 
of the staff of this subcommittee, as stated above, and then peremptorily with- 
drawn, can only confirm the impression many already have that the Department 
of the Army is unwilling to disclose all the facts and circumstances associated 
with the Peress case. 

I trust you will accordingly reconsider and promptly advise that the Inspector 
General’s report will now be made available to the subcommittee for full inspec- 
tion. 

Sincerely yours, 
JOHN L. McCLELLAN, Chairman. 

Copies to: 

Hon. Charles B. Wilson. 
Mr. Robert T. Ross. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, February 15, 1955. 
Hon. JoHN L. McCLELLAN, 
United States Senate, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Senator McCrLeLtaNn: Your letter of February 8, 1955, is acknowl- 
edged with reference to the Peress investigation and I welcome the opportunity 
it affords to make reply. I have repeatedly admitted that several administra- 
tive errors occurred in connection with the handling of the Peress matter 
and I welcome suggestions in addition to the corrective measures which have 
already been taken. 

On January 10, 1955, I furnished the Senate Permanent Subcommittee on 
Investigations with the 25-page Chronology of the Military Record of Irving 
Peress which recorded events in connection with Peress from the time he was 
called for induction until he was discharged from the military service. The 
purpose of this document was to give all of the significant details of Peress’ 
connection with the Army in chronological order from May 26, 1952, to February 
2, 1954. ‘ 

You are entirely correct in stating that on January 19, 1955, at a conference 
with you in your office I stated that the Army would cooperate fully in the 
investigation by your subcommittee of all the facts and circumstances con- 
nected with the Peress matter. I recall no mention of the Inspector General's 
file. Following this conference, I immediately gave specific instructions to all 
members of my staff to render active cooperation. I have been assured that 
they are giving daily assistance in developing every part of the Peress record 
in greater detail for the information of your staff. Likewise, I am informed 
that these conferences have resulted in my staff furnishing answers for every 
question which has been raised by your staff in connection with the Peress 
chronology and the facts related to or connected with Peress’ military service, 
and that this information goes beyond the details of the chronology itself. 
I am informed by my staff that no request for information will remain un- 
answered. Under these circumstances, I believe you will agree that the Army 
is cooperating with your committee and I assure you that this will continue. 

Now, as for turning over the Inspector General’s investigative file, let me 
explain that this service is the same for the Army as the FBI investigative 
files are for the Department of Justice. For decades it has been the function 
of the Inspector General to conduct investigations to obtain information based 
upon confidential communications obtained from anonymous informants. The 
Inspector General’s file contains information of investigative methods and 
techniques which must be protected in order to preserve this important service. 
Naturally, one of the chief inducements for getting this kind of information 
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by the Inspector General, as well as the FBI, is the mutual understanding that 
the information will remain confidential and that the identity of the informant 
will not be revealed. If this understanding were violated it might seriously 
damage and adversely affect every other investigation conducted by the In- 
spector General and might destroy the usefulness of this vast source of pro- 
ductive information upon which the Army must continually depend. The Gen- 
eral Counsel of the Department of Defense has advised as a matter of law against 
turning over an Inspector General’s file on this or any other matter on the 
ground that such investigative files constitute confidential information and the 
identity of informants which are privileged documents of the executive branch 
of the Government under the Federal Constitution. 

The fact that one part of the Inspector General’s file of the Peress investiga- 
tion, through misunderstanding, was made available to your subcommittee 
staff for an hour and a half does not alter the principle with reference to the 
constitutional privilege of Inspector General's files. In this connection, let me 
say that your request is not the first time the Inspector General’s files in the 
Peress case have been requested and declined. I respectfully invite your atten- 
tion to my testimony before the Senate Special Subcommittee on Investigations 
on May 7, 1954, when this same request for Inspector General’s investigative file 
was made at a time when Senator Mundt was presiding. I then stated that the 
Army would furnish the committee with pertinent information from the Inspector 
General's file but that the file itself would not be submitted. For the Army to 
do differently now would amount to a discriminatory action in relation to the 
Mundt committee. 

However, so that there may be no misunderstanding, I have requested and 
have been advised by the General Counsel that although the Inspector General’s 
investigative file itself may not be turned over, the Army may give your com- 
mittee all the substantive information therein providing it does not compromise 
the informants or furnish confidential conclusions or advice by the Inspector 
General. Accordingly, I immediately instructed my staff to get together all such 
substantive information and make it available to your staff forthwith, reserving 
only those portions which were absolutely imperative to preserve the constitu- 
tional privilege. I am informed that this has been done. 

To keep the record straight, I would like to summarize the extent of coopera- 
tion which the Army has offered as follows: 

(1) The Army has given or will give the information concerning every 
substantive fact which is contained in the Inspector General’s file, 

(2) The Army has given or will give the information regarding every 
substantive fact material to the Peress investigation even though it is not 
contained in the Inspector General’s file. 

(3) The Army has made or will make available for interview or testimony 
every person or witness mentioned in the Inspector General’s file, 

44) The Army has made or will make available for interview or testimony 
any person or witness niaterial to the Peress investigation even though such 
person’s name is not contained in the Inspector General’s file. 

(5) The Army has made available every staff paper included as an ex- 
hibit to the Inspector General's file except three. Two of the three con- 
cerning the preinduction medical examination and the report of investigative 
agencies on Peress were adjudged not essential to your needs by your chief 
counsel. The third is a transcript of sworn testimony of about 30 witnesses 
taken by the Inspector General in the course of his investigation and is by 
its very nature considered privileged. Of this exhibit the Army has already 
made nine witnesses available and will make every witness personally avail- 
able at the convenience of your committee. Your subcommittee staff has 
also been furnished assistance in learning current addresses of individuals 
not now on active duty who had some connection with the Peress papers. 
On each occasion that your staff has met with either Defense or Army per- 
sonnel these latter have asked whether other individuals are desired for 
interrogation and when their appearance is wanted. 

From the foregoing, I think you may fairly conclude that the Army is willing to 
continue to cooperate to the limit.to see that all of the material facts and circum- 
stances associated with the Peress matter are being disclosed to your committee. 

Yours sincerely, 

Ropert T. STEVENS, 
Secretary of the Army. 
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FEBRUARY 17, 1955. 
Hon. Rosert T. STEVENS, 
The Secretary of the Army, 
The Department of Defense, 
Washington, D.C. 

My Dear Mr. Secretary: This acknowledges your letter of February 15, in 
reply to my letter of February 8, wherein I requested that the Inspector General’s 
report on the Peress case, exclusive of the medical history and the confidential 
reports of G-2 and other agencies regarding Peress’ subversive affiliation, be made 
available to this subcommittee for review. 

I fully appreciate the concern of your Department in wishing to protect its 
confidential informants and investigative techniques. This subcommittee is not 
interested in obtaining the names of any confidential informant nor in exposing 
the investigative techniques of your Department. This has been made clear to 
you from the beginning. 

Because of the great public interest that has been aroused in the Peress case, 
of which I am confident you must be aware, the duty has devolved upon this 
subcommittee to make a thorough and full investigation to the end that all the 
facts and circumstances attending the Peress case may be disclosed. The infor- 
mation we requested of you from the Inspector General’s report will greatly aid 
the subcommittee in performing this duty. 

Mr. Secretary, the request is not unreasonable nor would your compliance be 
without precedent. 

In your letter you refer to your testimony before the Senate Special Subcom- 
mittee on Investigations (“Mundt committee”) on May 7, 1954, but I must remind 
you that the Peress case was not the special or direct subject of that investiga- 
tion. It was a private in the Army, G. David Schine, who was involved in that 
proceeding. Private Schine was investigated by the Inspector General, and the 
Inspector General’s report thereon was made available by the Department of 
the Army to the special subcommittee. 

I refer you to the testimony of Maj. Gen. Cornelius Edward Ryan, commanding 
general of Fort Dix, N. J., given before that Senate Special Subcommittee on 
Investigations on May 25, 1954, in confection with the Inspector General’s report 
of G. David Schine, as appears in part 38, page 1395, of the hearing: 

“Senator McCLetian. Do you have that report? 

“General RYAN. Yes, sir; I do. 

“Senator McCLe.xan, Is it available for this committee? 

“General RYAN. It has already been made available to the committee; yes, sir 
All the testimony taken in this report is now in the hands of the committee. 

“Senator McCLe.ian. It has been filed with the committee? 

“General RYAN. Yes, sir.’ 

The following additional testimony of General Ryan appears in part 38, on 
page 1398 of the hearings: 

“Senator Porrer. General, who was the inspector general who conducted the 
investigation ? 

“General Ryan. Colonel Fogarty. 

“Senator Porrer. Is he on your staff? 

“General Ryan. He is on my staff: yes, sir. He is my inspector general. 

“Senator Porrer. You stated that a complete investigation has not been 
concluded ? 

“General RYAN. No, sir. All testimony is in, and is in the hands of the 
committee.” 

I further invite your attention to the statements of Mr. Joseph N. Welch, 
special counsel for the Army, and of Mr. Ray H. Jenkins, counsel for the Senate 
Special Subcommittee on Investigations, made to the subcommittee in connection 
with the Inspector General’s report on Pvt. G. David Schine, which appears in 
part 9, on page 356, as follows: 

“Mr. WetcH. It seems to me it would be appropriate for Mr. Jenkins to say 
that the Army has made available to him and his staff such portions of that 
report as are complete. Would you mind doing that for us, Mr. Jenkins? 

“Mr. JENKiNS. And from the data I gleaned my alleged facts upon which I am 
now basing my cross-examination.” 

Mr. Thomas Prewitt, who was assistant counsel for the Senate Special Sub- 
committee on Investigations, has informed Mr. Kennedy by letter as follows: 

“This will confirm my oral statement made on both occasions that the Army 
and its counsel did make available to counsel for the Mundt committee, the In- 
spector General’s report on Pvt. G. David Schine. The report was not in com- 
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pleted form, but at the time it was furnished to us all of the witnesses had been 
interviewed by the Inspector General’s office, and among other items that we 
were furnished was all the testimony, in question and answer form, of these 
witnesses. This testimony was used by counsel for the Mundt committee as a 
basis for questions asked witnesses both on direct and cross-examination. Some 
of the witnesses whose testimony was contained in the Inspector General’s report 
appeared and gave testimony before the Mundt committee.” 

It appears to me that if the Army had the authority and was willing to and 
did make available to the Senate Special Subcommittee on Investigations the 
testimony of witnesses in the Inspector General’s report on an Army private, 
then surely there can be no valid objection to furnishing this subcommittee the 
testimony of witnesses in the Inspector General’s report in the case of Major 
Peress. 

You say to make available to this subcommittee now the Inspector General’s 
report as we have requested “would amount to a discriminatory action in rela- 
tion to the Mundt committee.” With that, I wholly disagree. Quite to the 
contrary, your refusal now to make available the Inspector General’s report in 
the Major Peress case will obviously be “a discriminatory action” in relation to 
this subcommittee. 

I regret, therefore, to advise that I shall not be able to regard or accept the 
Department of the Army’s cooperation as being, as you state, “to the limit to see 
that all of the material facts and circumstances associated with the Peress matter 
are being disclosed” so long as the Department of the Army refuses to make 
available to this subcommittee the information we have requested. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN L. McCLELLAN, Chairman. 

Copies to: 

Hon. Charles E. Wilson. 
Mr. Robert T. Ross. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D. C., February 28, 1955. 
Hon. Joun L, MoCLeLian, 
United States Senate. 

Dear SENATOR MCCLELLAN: Your letter of February 17, 1955, is acknowledged 
with further reference to the Peress investigation. You urge that “the Inspector 
General’s report on the Peress case, exclusive of the medical history and confi- 
dential reports of G-2 and other agencies regarding Peress’ subversive affilia- 
tions, be made available to this subcommittee for review.” 

I want to assure you, Senator, that the degree of cooperation and assistance 
being rendered by the Department of the Army to your subcommittee staff is 
of a character that should warrant commendation. As a matter of fact, more 
information is being vounteered than you have requested. It is being done 
thoroughly, patiently, and as expeditiously as possible. Almost daily, confer- 
ences are being conducted between your chief counsel and his assistants and 
our legal staff. Our staff is under instructions to furnish you all substantive 
facts and circumstances in connection with the Peress matter as quickly as 
possible, and also to produce every officer or person whom your subcommittee 
staff desires to interrogate. Hence, every substantive fact that you desire from 
the Inspector General’s report has been, is being, or will be furnished to you. 
Of course, the conclusions and recommendations made to me in a confidential 
manner by the Inspector General are highly privileged and are not being 
furnished. 

You have stated in your letter that you are not interested in the investigative 
techniques. With the exception of the papers which your chief counsel has 
stated that he does not wish to examine, the testimony elicited by the Inspector 
General is the only exhibit in the file which has not been furnished. Over and 
above all the foregoing material, you have been furnished access to facts in the 
Peress matter which were developed in connection with the preparation of the 
Chronology of the Military Record of Irving Peress. Your subcommittee staff 
has also been furnished numerous military personnel records for examination. 
In addition, more than a score of officers have been made available for interro- 
gation promptly—some coming from as far away as Europe on short notice. 
Furthermore, additional personnel in Europe and Japan are now en route 
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and others have been alerted to return to Washington pursuant to the request 
of your chief counsel. 

You have made reference to the examination of a staff inspector general’s 
report of G. David Schine by the Mundt committee staff, and have indicated 
that this is a precedent for your request in the present instance. However, 
these two matters are not comparable. In the Schine matter, a staff inspector 
general compiled the report at a local Army installation for the use of the 
post commander in a nonsecurity matter, while the Inspector General’s report 
on Peress involves a loyalty-security investigation. Also, I have found that 
there was a slight inaccuracy with respect to the quoted statement that the 
Inspector General’s file in the Schine matter was turned over to the Mundt 
committee. While some papers in that file were made available to the Mundt 
committee, the complete report of investigation itself was never made available. 
Hence, you can readily see that a prior instance wherein limited review of 
a staff inspector general’s report at a local installation of a nonsecurity case 
was permitted, cannot be considered as a precedent for turning over a complete 
Inspector General’s file on a loyalty-security investigation. In this connection 
I call your attention to my testimony before the Mundt committee concerning 
the Inspector General’s report on Peress (pt. 23, p. 886), as follows: 

“Senator McCartuy. Mr. Stevens, the other day you were asked about the 
Inspector General’s report in the case of a fifth-amendment Communist called 
Peress. Have you checked to see when that IG report would be available? 

“Secretary Stevens. The IG report has now been finished, Senator McCarthy, 
and the Inspector General is prepared to go over it with me at the first available 
opportunity that I have. 

“Senator McCarruy. And how soon will that be submitted to Mr. Jenkins or 
the chair? 

“Secretary Stevens. We don’t submit the Inspector General reports. We 
will give you the pertinent information that I mean to give you and that we 
ean give you, but we do not submit the report. 

“Senator McCarruy. You say you do not submit Inspector General reports? 

“Secretary Stevens. Thatis right. It is a general policy.” 

From the foregoing, it will be seen that my position has been completely con- 
sistent, and that it is the same now as it was at the Mundt hearing. 

In your letter you also state “surely there can be no valid objection to fur- 
nishing this subcommittee with testimony of witnesses in the Inspector Gen- 
eral’s report in the case of Major Peress.” I invite your attention to the 
following exchange during the hearings before the Mundt committee (pt. 20, 
p. 770), with reference to confidential investigations : 

“Senator Munpr. The Chair is prepared to rule. He unhesitatingly and un- 
equivocally rules that in his opinion, and this is sustained by an unbroken 
precedent so far as he knows before Senate investigating committees, law-enforce- 
ment officers, investigators, any of those engaged in the investigating field, who 
come in contact with confidential information, are not required to disclose the 
source of their information. 

“The same rule has been followed by the FBI and in my opinion very appro- 
priately so. It is difficult for the Chair to rule on a hypothetical question, 
Senator McClellan, but I think if something analogous occurs, we can discuss 
it at that time and certainly any Senator has the same rights to receive confiden- 
tial information as does the chairman of the committee engaged in the same 
work. 

“Senator McCLetian. Mr. Chairman, I point out to you one other thing. As 
Secretary of the Army, it is the duty of the Secretary, I take it, also to try to 
discover Communists and root them out of the organization. Then I assume 
that the same rule would apply to him with respect to confidential documents 
he may have in his possession. 

“Senator Munpt. There isn’t any question but that under similar sets of cir- 
cumstances the Secretary of the Army, if engaged in similar investigative work, 
should have the same consideration.” 

In conclusion, let me say that the Army will extend every bit of assistance 
permissible under the law to you and your staff, so that you may investigate 
any claim, contention, suspicion, or inference that there was any collusion, 
conspiracy, or subversion by any Army personnel in the disposition of Peress. 

Yours sincerely, 
Rosert T. STEVENS. 
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LISTING OF Orricers TAKING AN ACTIVE ParRT IN THE PERSONNEL AOTIONS 
CONCERNING IRVING PERESS 


CALL TO ACTIVE DUTY 
Headquarters First Army : 

Capt. F. E. Van Sickle, MSC 

Capt. A. E. Moreda, AGC 
Office of the Surgeon General: 

Maj. A. E. Britt, MSC 


CANCELLATION OF ORDERS TO THE FAR EAST 


Office of the Surgeon General : 
Brig. Gen. Egbert W. Cowan, DC 
Col. O. E. Ursin, MC 
Maj. W. O. Prettyman, Jr., MSC 
Maj. A. E. Britt, MSC 
Office of the Adjutant General: 
Lt. Col. C. J. Crumm, AGC 
Capt. Einar Berge, AGC 
Capt. Howard Wagner, AGC 


REAPPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE OF MAJOB 


Office of the Surgeon General: 


Col. R. G. Prentiss, Jr., MC 
CoL. H. W. Glattly, MC 

Maj. Vernon McKenzie, MSC 
Maj. J. F. Dolson, MSC 


Office of the Adjutant General : 


Lt. Col. B. BE. Babeock, AGC 
Maj. James EK. Harris, AGC 


Office of the Assistant Chief of Staff, G-1: 
Col. W. P. Wansboro, GS 
Col. 8. A. Lewis, GS 
Lt. Col. Emery BE. Hyde, GS 


SEPARATION AND DISCHARGE 


Headquarters, Department of the Army : 


Maj. W. R. Buelow, Office of ACofS, G-2 
Lt. Col. G. B. Moore, Office of ACofS, G1 
Lt. Col, L. L. Forbes, Recorder, APB 

Col. R. G. Prentiss, OTSG 

Col. 8. W. Jones, OTJAG 

Col. G. G. Epley, Office of ACof8, G1 
Brig. Gen. H. B. Powell, Deputy ACofS, G-1 
Brig. Gen. F. C. McConnell, Member, APB 
Maj. Gen. D. B. Strickler, Member, APB 
Maj. Gen. M. G. White, Chairman, APB 
Gen. C. L. Bolte, Vice Chief of Staff, USA 


CHRONOLOGY OF THE Mriuirary Reocorp oF Dr. Irving Peress WITH APPENDIX 
CONTAINING Service History oF DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY PERSONNEL MEN- 
TIONED IN THE CHRONOLOGY 


According to his statements, Dr. Irving Peress was born in the Bronx, New 
York City, N. Y., on July 31, 1917. Irving Peress was graduated from the School 
of Dentistry, New York University, in 1940 with a D. D. 8. degree, was licensed 
to practice dentistry by the State of New York in August 1940, and subsequently 
practiced dentistry from September 1940 to January 1, 1953, when he entered 
military service. 
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Since Dr. Peress was not a member of a Reserve component of the Armed 
Forees, he was subject to the provisions of Public Law 779, S8ist Congress, Sep- 
tember 9, 1950 (Doctors Draft Act), which amended the Selective Service Act of 
1948 to provide for special registration, classification, and induction of certain 
medical, dental, and allied specialist categories. Dr. Peress had no prior service 
in any of the Armed Forces, and had not received specialized training at Gov- 
ernment expense during World War II, so he was classified in the third priority 
for the purposes of induction. 

Local board No. 59, Forest Hills, Long Island, N. Y., reported that Dr. Peress 
registered with that board on January 15, 1951. On May 26, 1952, he accom- 
plished DD Form 390 (Initial Data for Classification and Commissioning in 
Medical Services for Medical, Dental, and Veterinary Corps), in triplicate. The 
box in item 30 of DD form 390 was checked to read : 

“TI do hereby apply for a commission.” 

Item 31, “Remarks,” is completed in hand lettering as follows: 

“I apply for a commission IF I am selected for military service.” 

Item 32 thereof, as completed, reads: 

“T am not, nor have I been a conscientious objector, and I am not now and 
have not been a member of any foreign or domestic organization, association, 
movement, group, or combination of persons advocating a subversive policy, or 
seeking to alter the form of Government of the United States by unconstitutional 
means.” 

All copies of this form were later forwarded to Headquarters, First Army 
(hereinafter referred to as “First Army”) in New, York City. 

On July 14, 1952, Dr. Peress accomplished Standard Form 89 (Report of 
Medical History) and was medically examined at the New York City Recruit- 
ing and Induction Main Station on the same date. He was hospitalized at the 
United States Army Hospital, Fort Hamilton, N. Y., on July 15, 1952, for further 
examination. The results of these examinations were recorded on Standard 
Form 88 (Report of Medical Examination). On August 11, 1952, the Report 
of the Medical Examination and allied papers, including the DD form 390, in 
triplicate, were received by First Army, from the New York Recruiting and 
Induction Main Station, New York City. On August 12, 1952, Dr. Peress was 
determined to be “physically qualified for general military service,” by the 
Medical Section, First Army. On September 12, 1952, he was notified by letter 
that he had been found to be physically qualified and information regarding 
the date he preferred to be called to duty was requested. This letter was 
signed by Capt. F. EB. Van Sickle, Jr., MSC, Office of the Surgeon, First Army. 

Maj. Vernon McKenzie of the Office of the Surgeon General in Washington 
drafted a message for dispatch by the Adjutant General on August 20, 1952, 
notifying all major commanders of the October draft requirement for medical 
doctors and dentists. The message was dispatched on the same day. 

Since Dr. Peress had applied for a commission and had been selected for 
induction by the Selective Service System, he was notified by letter of Septem- 
ber 25, 1952, that he was scheduled for induction and if he still desired a 
commission to contact First Army. This letter was signed by a Capt. F. B. 
Van Sickle, Jr., MSC, in the Office of the Surgeon, First Army. On the same 
date Dr. Peress requested by telephone that he be commissioned in the Dental 
Corps Reserve. 

On October 4, 1952, Captain Van Sickle prepared a recommendation to the 
Reserve Forces Division, First Army, that Dr. Peress be tendered an appoint- 
ment in the Dental Corps Reserve in the grade of captain, stating that the 
applicant was physically and professionally qualified. This recommendation 
was signed by Lt. Col. G. H. Hage, Chief of the Personnel Division of the 
Medical Section, First Army. 

Based upon this recommendation, Capt. Curtis R. Kirkland, Assistant Adjutant 
General, Reserve Forces Division, First Army, prepared and dispatched a letter 
to Dr. Peress on October 10, 1952. This letter enclosed, among other material, 
(1) a letter of appointment as captain, USAR, dated October 7, 1952, (2) Oath of 
Office, (83) WD AGO Form 170 (Application for Appointment and Statement of 
Preferences for Reserve Officers), (4) DD Form 98 Loyalty Certificate, and (5) 
two copies of DD Form 398 (Statement of Personal History). Instructions 
directed completion and return of the Oath of Office within 72 hours of date of 
receipt. The remaining forms were required to be completed and returned as 
soon as possible but in any event not later than 15 days from date of receipt. 

Dr. Peress executed his Oath of Office form before a notary public on October 
15, 1952, thereby accepting the Reserve commission in this language: 











42 ARMY PERSONNEL ACTIONS RELATING TO IRVING PERESS 


“I, Irving Peress, O-1898643, having been appointed a Reserve commissioned 
officer in the grade of captain in the Army of the United States, do solemnly swear 
(or affirm) that I will support and defend the Constitution of the United States 
against all enemies, foreign or domestic, that I will bear true faith and allegiance 
to the same; that I take this obligation freely, without any mental reservation 
or purpose of evasion; and that I will well and faithfully discharge the duties 
of the office upon which I am about to enter; so help me God.” 

The Oath of Office form was mailed to First Army as required. 

Under date of October 27, 1952, Peress completed the WD AGO Form 170 
(Application for Appointment) in which he indicated that he was not a conscien- 
tious objector, that his application was submitted pursuant to regulations govern- 
ing appointment of Reserve officers of medical, dental and veterinary specialties, 
and that he had read and understood the regulations concerning the rejection for 
military service of disloyal or subversive personnel. 

On October 28, 1952, Peress completed DD Form 398 (Statement of Personal 
History), in duplicate, in which he claimed Federal constitutional privilege in 
answering items pertaining to membership in Communist, Fascist, or other 
organization, association, movements, group, or combination of persons which 
advocates the overthrow of our constitutional form of government. He signed 
these forms as the person completing them and also as witnessing officer. 

On the same date, in completing DD Form 98, the loyalty certificate, he certified 
that he had not engaged in any conduct specified therein as undesirable. How- 
ever, he claimed Federal constitutional privilege in answering questions concern- 
ing membership or association with cited organizations. This form was witnessed 
by Capt. Charles A. Lyon, who was assigned at that time 2s unit adviser, AGC-— 
USAR Postal Units, 30 West 44th Street, New York City. Captain Lyon wit- 
nessed the execution of the form by Peress and returned it to him. Peress then 
departed with the form. 

The procedure followed by First Army in tendering an appointment to Peress 
prior to execution by him of forms 170, 398, and 98 was in accordance with the 
provisions of the then applicable regulations which were designed to expedite 
appointment of medical, dental, and veterinarian specialists as Reserve officers, 
This procedure provided for the commissioning of these specialists prior to 
completion of these forms, although personnel being commissioned in other 
branches of the Army were requested to execute the forms prior to commissioning. 
(This procedure was subsequently changed on November 28, 1952, to require that 
all applicants for a commission execute form 98 (loyalty certificate) before being 
tendered an appointment.) 

After receipt of the oath of office from Peress, and before his executed forms 
170, 398, and 98 were returned, Captain Van Sickle of First Army notified the 
Surgeon General, Department of the Army, in Washington, that Peress and others, 
as Dental Corps Reserve officers in priority III of the so-called Doctor Draft Act, 
had received notice of induction for the period October 21-31, 1952, prior to 
accepting a commission. This report indicated that Peress and others were 
available for call to active duty. 

Based on this information, Maj. Arthur E. Britt, MSC, Office of the Surgeon 
General, Department of the Army, notified First Army on November 5, 1952, 
to issue orders calling Peress, among others, to active duty. This notification 
also included instructions to assign Peress to the Student Detachment Medical 
Field Service School, Brooke Army Medical Center, Fort Sam Houston, Tex., 
for the purpose of attending the Associate Medical Service Company officers’ 
course, reporting thereat not later than January 7, 1953. On November 10, 
1952, First Army issued orders in compliance with these instructions. These 
orders were authenticated by Capt. A. EB. Moreda, Assistant Adjutant General, 
First Army. 

It cannot be definitely established whether DD Forms 398 and 98, executed 
by Peress on October 28, 1952, had been received by First Army prior to the 
issuance of these orders calling him to active duty. The presence or absence 
of these forms, however, would have had no effect on the call to active duty 
of Peress since the provisions of the then applicable regulations stated in effect 
that Reserve personnel would not be deferred or rejected for nonvoluntary 
active duty for disloyalty or subversion, unless the investigation of the case 
had been completed and the results thereof had been determined to warrant 
removal action. It has been established, however, that on November 14, 1952, 
Captain Kirkland returned both copies of DD Form 398 to Peress for the sig- 
nature of a witness other than himself. Peress secured the signature of one 
Henry Getzoff as witness, and on November 18, 1952, returned both copies of 
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the form to Headquarters, First Army. They were received on November 20, 
1952. 

At this point all forms sent to Captain Peress for completion had been re- 
turned to First Army. Captain Kirkland’s office examined the forms sub- 
mitted by Peress for completeness only, no evaluation of the content was made, 
and normally within 1 or 2 days after receipt, completed forms 398 and 98 
were forwarded to the Intelligence Branch, First Army. 

On December 1, 1952, the Intelligence Branch of First Army requested the 
Reserve Division to obtain from Peress a fingerprint card and three additional 
copies of DD Form 398. These were requested for use in the investigation of 
Peress. After receiving these forms, Captain Kirkland in the Procurement 
Branch, Reserve Division, sent them, together with the DD Form 98, to the 
Intelligence Branch on January 5, 1953. 

After receipt of his orders to active duty, Peress, on December 4, 1952, requested 
a 15- to 20-day delay in reporting for duty. He desired this time to wind up some 
personal and professional matters. This request was not favorably considered. 
Peress was so advised by mail on December 8, 1952, by Capt. F. B. Van Sickle, Jr. 

Peress entered on active duty on January 1, 1953, in New York, N. Y., and 
reported as ordered to his assigned duty station, Brooke Army Medical Center, 
Fort Sam Houston, in San Antonio, Tex., on January 3, 1953. He was to attend 
an orientation course at the Medical Field Service School from January 7, 1953, 
to March 7, 1953. 

The Office of the Surgeon General in Washington determined that the need 
for the services of medical and dental officers was greater than the benefits 
derived from the course, and all such officers, 319 in number, were withdrawn 
for duty assignments. Department of the Army special orders, No. 16, dated 
January 26, 1953, effected this action by which Peress was ordered from the 
Texas station on February 7, 1953. He was to report to Fort Lewis, Wash., 
along with 27 others, not later than February 26, 1953, for shipment to, and 
further assignment by, the United States Armed Forces Far Bast, Yokohama, 
Japan. 

Meanwhile, back at First Army in New York the Counterintelligence Division 
directed an investigation of Peress on February 5, 1953, and, on the same day, 
notified Captain Van Sickle in the Medical Section, and Captain Kirkland in 
the Reserve Division, that such an investigation was being initiated because 
of Peress’ claim of “Federal constitutional privilege” in executing DD Form 98 
and DD Form 398. By letter of February 5, 1953, signed by Capt. C. F. Maxwell 
for Col. Wendell G. Johnson, the Intelligence Branch, First Army, notified the 
Intelligence Branch at Fort Sam Houston, Tex., of the institution of and reasons 
for the investigation. Peress, however, had departed from the Texas station 
prior to receipt of this information. 

Under date of February 12, 1953, the Chief of the Counterintelligence Division 
at First Army in New York notified the Intelligence Division, Department of 
the Army; the Office of the Surgeon General; and Office of The Adjutant General 
in Washington on the initiation of the investigation. This notice was filed in 
the Personnel Information Branch of the latter office on February 27, 1953, and 
in the Surgeon General’s Security Branch between February 12 and March 11, 
1953. 

The official travel time by automobile from Fort Sam Houston, Tex., to Fort 
Lewis, Wash., is 11 days. This, with the 7 days delay en route, permitted Peress 
to report to Fort Lewis, Wash., on February 26, 1953. On February 18, 1953, 
while at his home in New York City, Peress wrote to the commanding officer, 
Army Personnel Center, Fort Lewis, requesting cancellation of his overseas 
orders and consideration for reassignment in the United States. He inclosed 
letters from-two psychiatrists, Dr. Fdward M. Bernecker and Dr. Max Gruenthal, 
to substantiate his request and to indicate reasons for granting it. The letter 
from Dr. Bernecker stated that a daughter of Peress was then being treated for 
character behavior disorders. The letter from Dr. Gruenthal stated that Mrs. 
Blaine Peress, the wife, at one time was treated for severe anxiety neurosis, and 
had suffered a relapse. 

On February 24, 1953, Ist Lt. Alfred M. Gade, acting for the commanding 
officer of the Army Personnel Center, Fort Lewis, Wash., sent a wire message 
to Peress in New York. This message notified Peress that the Personnel Center 
was not authorized to reassign officers and referred him to The Adjutant General 
in Washington. The message also directed him to comply with his orders-and 
report to Fort Lewis by February 26, 1953. 
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On February 26, 1953, Peress was at Fort Lewis when a message was received 
at the headquarters from the New York chapter of the American Red Cross, New 
York, N. Y., summarizing the “complicated” home situation of Peress and stating 
that Dr. Gruenthal recommended emergency leave as a temporary alleviation 
measure. It was stated that this doctor had earlier strongly recommended 
Peress’ permanent assignment to stateside duty ; further that the “entire home 
situation much better when wife constantly near officer.” Based upon the 
communication from the American Red Cross, and in accordance with regulations 
providing for emergency leave, the commanding officer, Army Personnel Center, 
Fort Lewis, granted Peress 15 days emergency leave. Peress was ordered to 
report at Fort Lewis not later than midnight on March 15, 1953. 

On February 27, 1953, Peress addressed a letter to The Adjutant General, 
Department of the Army, requesting cancellation of his overseas orders and 
consideration for reassignment in the United States. Inclosed were the same 
documents previously used to substantiate his request to Fort Lewis and a copy 
of the Red Cross telegram referred to above. His letter stated that he was 
leaving for home immediately on emergency leave and that he would be there for 
the duration of that leave. He further requested that his application be given 
urgent attention. 

On March 9, 1953, Capt. Einar Berge, AGC, Assignment Branch, Office of The 
Adjutant General, Department of the Army, prepared a memorandum which was 
subsequently signed by Lt. Col. C. J. Crumm, Office, The Adjutant General, re- 
ferring this request and accompanying documents, without recommendation, to 
the Chief, Medical Career Management Division, Office of the Surgeon General, 
Department of the Army, for consideration. On this same day, the Surgeon 
General referred the request to a board of officers (Brig. Gen. Egbert W. Cowan, 
DO, and Col. O. Elliot Ursin, MC) appointed to consider requests of this nature. 
Based on the statements of the doctors and the telegram from the American Red 
Cross both officers recommended approval of the request. The board recom- 
mendations were signed by Maj. W. O. Prettyman, Jr., Office of the Surgeon 
General, acting in his capacity as recorder for the board. 

The board handled the application in a routine fashion and was not aware of 
the derogatory information which was of reeord elsewhere in the Office of the 
Surgeon General. General Cowan personally determined that Peress should be 
sent to Camp Kilmer, a station near his home, on the basis of the then current 
needs. On March 11, 1953, the recommendation that Peress’ application for 
“deferment from overseas shipment” should be approved and that he should be 
assigned to Camp Kilmer, N. J., was forwarded to The Adjutant General, DA, 
by Maj. Arthur E. Britt, MSC, Office of the Surgeon General. 

On March 13, 1953, by message authenticated by Capt. Howard Wagner, AGC, 
Peress was informed that his overseas orders had been revoked and that he had 
been assigned to Camp Kilmer. Information copies of this message were fur- 
nished to the commanding general, First Army; the commanding officer, Camp 
Kilmer, N. J.; and other headquarters coneerned. Inasmuch as there was no 
indication in Peress’ files in Reserve Forces Division, First Army, that he was 
subject to an investigation, that section failed to notify the Counterintelligence 
Division, First Army, of Peress’ reassignment to Camp Kilmer within the First 
Army area. In compliance with the message referred to above, Peress reported 
to Camp Kilmer March 13, 1953, whereupon he was assigned to duty as a dental 
officer in the dental clinic at that station. He did not have access to classified 
information. He remained at Camp Kilmer until separated from the service 
on February 2, 1954. 

The investigation of Peress at First Army was completed on April 15, 1953, 
and the report filed with the Counterintelligence Division of First Army on 
April 21, 1953. That office, under date of April 24, 1953, reported to the 
Intelligence Division and the Surgeon General’s Office, both in Washington, 
that facts and circumstances disclosed during the investigation provided suffi- 
cient evidence of disloyal and subversive tendencies to warrant removal of 
Peress from the service, pursuant to the applicable security regulation, SR 
600-220-1. This report was signed by Capt. Albert Robichaud for Col. Wendell 
G. Johnson, Intelligence Chief at First Army. 

On April 28, 1953, Lt. Col. Ronaid F. Thomas signed a letter for Colonel John- 
son, First Army Intelligence Chief, going to the Surgeon General and the Chief 
of the Intelligence Division in Washington. This letter had enclosed a com- 
plete report of the investigation and recommended that action be initiated to 
remove Peress from the service. 
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On April 30, 1953, Col. R. G. Prentiss, Jr., executive officer in the Office of the 
Surgeon General, sent the file on the investigation to the Chief of the Intelli- 
gence Division from the Office of the Surgeon General. He concurred in the 
recommendation of Peress’ elimination from the service and stated that Peress 
would not be reassigned from Camp Kilmer prior to final action in the matter. 

Since the completed investigation had not been reviewed by the commanding 
general at Camp Kilmer, it was returned to First Army on May 21, 1958, from 
the Intelligence Division in Washington, by Maj. James D. Anders, acting for Col. 
W. A. Perry, Chief Security Division. 

Lt. Col. Ronald F. Thomas, Chief, Counterintelligence Division, at First Army, 
sent the file to the Intelligence Branch of Camp Kilmer, N. J., with directions 
to maintain a copy of the report in Peress’ intelligence field file there. This 
action, was dated May 25, 1953. 

Lt. Col. C. T. Brown of the Intelligence Branch at Camp Kilmer, N. J., returned 
the file to the Intelligence Branch at First Army in New York on June 15, 1953. 
He reported that Peress was assigned to a nonsensitive position and recom- 
mended that he be separated from the service. 

On July 7, 1953, from First Army Counterintelligence Division, Lt. Col Ronald 
¥.. Thomas sent the file to the Intelligence Division in Washington with an opin- 
ion that retention of Peress as an officer in the military service was “not clearly 
consistent with the interests of national security” and recommended that he be 
separated from the service. 

The pertinent Army regulation in such cases provides for the accomplishment 
of an interrogatory by a member of the service who has been investigated prior to 
final action, when considered appropriate by the Intelligence Division. Such an 
interrogatory was prepared by the Intelligence Division in Washington. It was 
sent on August 10, 1953, to the Counterintelligence Division at First Army in New 
York by Lt. Col. W. P. Meridith for Col. W. A. Perry, Chief, Security Division. 
Lt. Col. E. E. Winn, Counterintelligence Division, First Army, forwarded the 
interrogatory to the Intelligence Branch at Camp Kilmer on August 20, 1953. 

The interrogatory was accomplished by Peress at Camp Kilmer on August 25, 
1953. Other than furnishing name, address, date and place of birth, names of 
parents, and denial of use of any alias, Peress entered “Federal constitutional 
privilege is claimed” in response to all remaining questions. 

The completed interrogatory was returned to Intelligence Division, First Army 
in New York under date of August 26, 1953, by Lieutenant Colonel Brown, Intel- 
ligence Branch, Camp Kilmer. He recommended separation of Peress. 

The Intelligence Division, First Army, sent the interrogatory from New York 
on September 2, 1953, reiterating the recommendation for removal of Peress from 
the service. The file passed through the Office of the Surgeon General on Sep- 
tember 8, 1953, where Col. R. G. Prentiss, Jr., repeated his recommendation that 
Peress be removed from the service. 

The interrogatory, with accompanying recommendations of all echelons through 
which it passed, was received in the Intelligence Division in Washington Septem- 
ber 10, 1953. 

On June 29, 1953, Public Law 84, 83d Congress, the amendment to the so-called 
Doctor Draft Act, under which the rank of Peress was later adjusted, was enacted. 
This law required that persons who had been ordered to active duty under the 
Doctor Draft Act would be reappointed in the rank commensurate with their 
professional education and experience. 

By letter of September 9, 1953, Peress requested determination of his eligibility 
for promotion to the grade of major in accordance with provision of the new 
law referred to above. Col. Ruluff F. Leverich, dental surgeon, Camp Kilmer, on 
the same date forwarded this request to the commanding general, Camp Kilmer, 
for necessary action without comment. He also informed the Intelligence Officer, 
Camp Kilmer, of this action. On September 10, 1953, at the direction of 1st Lt. 
William L. Vinette, Personnel Branch, Camp Kilmer, C. W. O. J. T. La Marca, 
Assistant Adjutant General, forwarded the request without further comment to 
First Army for determination. 

At First Army, Major Van Sickle and Major Kirkland conferred and prepared 
a forwarding endorsement to this request, the pertinent portions of which are 
quoted as follows: 

“9. Available information indicates that Dr. Peress possessed the minimum 
of 11 years of qualifying dental professional experience prescribed for appoint- 
ment in the grade of major and that his original appointment in the grade of 


captain was in error. 





46 ARMY PERSONNEL ACTIONS RELATING TO IRVING PERESS 


“5. Recommended action be initiated to reappoint Captain Peress in the grade 
of major in accordance with eligibility requirements set forth in SR 140-105-6 
and SR 140-105-9.” 

No cognizance was taken by either Major Van Sickle or Major Kirkland of the 
fact that Peress was under investigation. 

This endorsement was signed by Capt. L. Dude, AGC, Assistant Adjutant Gen- 
eral, First Army, and was dispatched to The Adjutant General, Department of 
the Army, on September 23, 1953. (It has since been established that Peress was 
entitled to have been appointed initially in the grade of major under the regu- 
lations in effect at the time he was commissioned. ) 

On October 2, 1953, The Adjutant General, Department of the Army, returned 
the request to First Army stating that no further examination of the case 
could be made until the records incident to the initial appointment of Peress 
were received. The request was again returned to The Adjutant General on 
October 16, 1953, by First Army with the remark that appointment records of 
Peress had been forwarded to the Department of the Army on October 10, 1953. 
The records indicate that no further action was taken on Peress’ request for 
promotion due to the impending review of the records of all Reserve medical 
personnel for possible automatic adjustment of rank in accordance with Public 
Law 84, 83d Congress, and appropriate implementing directives. 

Accordingly, it becomes necessary to consider the steps taken in connection 
with the establishment of this procedure. 

On May 21, 1953, the Department of Defense established an ad hoc committee 
to (1) review DOD directives pertinent to the doctor draft and (2) submit a 
proposed directive to consolidate current policies and procedures. This com- 
mittee was made up of 2 representatives from each of the 3 military departments. 
The Department of the Army representatives were Col. Coy L. Curtis, Personnel 
Division, and Maj. Vernon McKenzie, Office of the Surgeon General. It was 
necessary for this committee to consider the provisions of Public Law 84, 83d 
Congress, in preparing its report. The pertinent provision with respect to 
adjustment of rank reads as follows: 

“Notwithstanding subsection 217 (c) of the Armed Forces Reserve Act of 
1952 (66 Stat. 481) or any other provision of law, * * * (An individual) who 
has been or shall be ordered to active duty * * * asa physician, dentist, or in an 
allied specialist category * * * shall, under regulations prescribed by the Presi- 
dent, be appointed, reappointed, promoted to such grade or rank as may be 
commensurate with his professional education, experience, or ability.” [Italic 
added. ] 

On August 6, 1953, this ad hoe committee forwarded a draft of a proposed 
directive to the Director of Personnel Policy, Office of the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, which read as follows concerning adjustment of rank: 

“Any physician, dentist, or veterinarian now serving on active duty, whether 
with or without his consent, who would have been entitled to a higher grade 
than that in which he is now serving if the applicable provisions of this directive 
or of Public Law 84, 83d Congress, had been in effect the time of his current 
appointment will, at the earliest practicable date, be reappointed or promoted 
to such higher grade if a board of officers convened by the military department 
concerned 80 recommends.” [Italic added.] : 

This portion of the proposed directive was concurred in by all members of 
the ad hoc committee. 

On August 26, 1953, the Department of the Army’s concurrence in the proposed 
directive submitted by the ad hoc committee was requested. Concurrence was 
given by the Department of the Army on September 4, 1953. The proposed 
directive, concurred in by the Department of the Army, included the words 
underlined above which required board action prior to promotion or grade 
adjustment. 

On October 7, 1953, the Department of Defense issued Directive No. 1205.1 
in implementation of Public Law 84, 83d Congress, and the recommendations of 
the ad hoc committee. However, the wording of the directive was not the 
same as that recommended by the ad hoc committee or concurred in by the three 
services. The requirement for board action prior to effecting grade readjust- 
ment of medical personnel was not included. 

This requirement was deleted because such a requirement would be contrary 
to Public Law 84, 83d Congress. When it was decided by Congress to change the 
law and make it mandatory that a person commissioned pursuant to the act 
must be appointed or reappointed to a rank based upon his professional educa- 
tion, experience, or ability, Congress realized that subsection 217 (c) of the 
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Armed Forces Reserve Act of 1952 required, with certain limited exceptions, 
that appointments to the grade of lieutenant colonel or commander, and up, 
could only be effected through a board of officers. Vherefore, Congress wrote 
into the Public Law 84, “notwithstanding subsection 217 (c) of the Armed 
Forces Reserve Act of 1952 (66 Stat. 481) or any other provision of law.” The 
express purpose of this language was to remove the requirement for a board of 
officers. Therefore, it was deemed to be contrary to the statute to require such 
a board of officers. Accordingly the Department of Defense included in the 
October 7, 1953, Directive No. 1205.1 the following which provides that if the 
individual is otherwise qualified for appointment it will be done without board 
action: 

“Pursuant to subsection 4 (a), Public Law 779, 8ist Congress, as amended, 
any person who is otherwise qualified for appointment in a grade higher than 
major or lieutenant commander will be appointed in such grade without referral 
of his case to a board of officers convened by the Secretary of the service con- 
cerned.” 

Also: “Any physician, dentist, or veterinarian now serving on active duty, 
whether with or without his consent, who would have been entitled to a higher 
grade than that in which he is now serving if the applicable provisions of this 
directive or of Public Law 84, 83d Congress, had been in effect at the time of 
his current appointment will, at the earliest practicable date, be reappointed or 
promoted to such higher grade.” [Italic added.] 

Upon receipt of the Department of Defense directive of October 7, 1953, the 
Department of the Army moved promptly to carry out its provisions. However, 
the Office of the Surgeon General, as head of the medical service of the Army, 
began screening the qualification records of all officers of the medical, dental, 
and veterinary corps for medical professional qualifications only. 

On October 8, 1953, Maj. Vernon McKenzie prepared a memorandum for the 
Chief, Personnel Division, Department of the Army, indicating the changes the 
Department of Defense directive made in the criteria for grade determination 
of persons being inducted under the provisions of the Doctor Draft Act and 
requesting dissemination of this information to all commands. It was signed 
by Col. R. G. Prentiss. This request was approved and forwarded to the Adju- 
tant General for execution by memorandum prepared by Lt. Col. Emery BE. Hyde, 
and signed by Col. Samuel R. Lewis, Personnel Division, for Col. William P. 
Wansboro. 

By a second memorandum, also dated October 8, 1953, prepared by Major Mc- 
Kenzie and signed by Colonel Prentiss, the Surgeon General informed the Chief, 
Personnel Division, Department of the Army, that his office was reviewing the 
qualification records of officers already commissioned under the provisions of 
the Doctor Draft Act, as directed by the Department of Defense, and requested 
that the Adjutant General be directed to reappoint those eligible for reappoint- 
ment under the changed criteria as determined by the Surgeon General, and to 
inform all commands of the changes occasioned by Public Law 84, 83d Congress, 
as implemented by the Department of Defense. This second memorandum per- 
tained to the reappointment of officers already commissioned, whereas the first 
of the same date pertained only to initial commissioning. However, the same 
proposed message was enclosed with both. Apparently, assuming that both 
memoranda concerned the same subject and that the latter was, therefore, un- 
necessary, this second memorandum was returned without action to the Surgeon 
General on October 13, 1953, by memorandum prepared by Lieutenant Colonel 
Hyde and signed by Colonel Wansboro. However, reappointment action by the 
Adjutant General, as proposed by this second memorandum, was authorized by 
Lieutenant Colonel Hyde in conversation with Lt. Col. B. BE. Babcock, Office of 
the Adjutant General, at the time the initial list of persons eligible for reappoint- 
ment was received from the Surgeon General by the Adjutant General. 

From their qualification records, Maj. James F. Dolson, MSC, Special Projects 
Branch, Personnel Division, Office of the Surgeon General, prepared a list of 
538 medical officers, 125 dental officers, and 18 veterinary officers considered to 
be entitled to reappointment under criteria as changed by Public Law 84, 83d 
Congress, and the Department of Defense directive referred to above. Upon 
completion of this list, applicable portions were transmitted to the medical, 
dental, and veterinary corps career management sections, Office of the Surgeon 
(General, for verification. On October 14, 1953, the reassembled list was trans- 
mitted to the Adjutant General by memorandum prepared by Major McKenzie 
and signed by Col. H. W. Glattley, Medical Corps, Chief, Personnel Division, 
Office of the Surgeon General, recommending reappointment of the officers listed 
thereon to the grades indicated. The name of Peress was on that list. 
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All plans to screen personnel records for material other than that relating to 
medical professional qualifications, which is a primary responsibility of a promo- 
tion board, and to coordinate lists through security channels were abandoned in 
the Department of the Army following receipt of the DOD directive which was 
interpreted by Army officials to preclude consideration of anything other than 
medical professional qualifications. Neither Major Dolson nor anyone else in 
the Special Projects Branch, Personnei Division, Office of the Surgeon General, 
had knowledge of the derogatory information which had been developed on Peress, 
This information was, however, available in another branch of the Office of the 
Surgeon General and would undoubtedly have been discovered had normal promo- 
tion screening procedures and safeguards been employed in this group readjust- 
ment of rank. 

Meanwhile, at the Intelligence Branch at Camp Kilmer, Lt. Col. C. T. Brown 
addressed a memorandum to the Commanding General, Brig Gen. Ralph W. 
Zwicker, concerning the case. This memorandum dated October 21, 1953, related 
that Peress was denied access to classified material; that the post dental surgeon 
had been advised; that Peress had requested that a determination be made of 
his leigibility under Public Law 84, 83d Congress, for promotion to major; that 
the post adjutant general had been advised of this request; and it included a 
recommendation that a letter be sent to First Army requesting immediate action 
to relieve Peress from active duty. 

On October 21, 1953, also, General Zwicker sent a letter to the Commanding 
General, First Army, Lt. Gen. W. A. Burress. The letter contained a summary 
of the derogatory information on Peress, related previous recommendations to 
relieve Peress, and concluded that his retention was “clearly not consistent with 
the interests of national security.” The recommendation for relief was reiterated 
by General Zwicker. 

On October 23, 1953, the Adjutant General issued a letter of appointment in 
the grade of major to Peress. This letter was addressed through the Com- 
manding General, First Army, to Peress at Camp Kilmer, N. J., and was signed 
by Maj. James E. Harris for Maj. Gen. William E. Bergin, the Adjutant General. 
The letter inclosed an oath of office form for execution and return by Peress. 
First Army forwarded these documents by separate letter on October 29, 1953, to 
the Commanding Officer, United States Army Hospital, Camp Kilmer, for 
necessary action. 

On October 27, 1953, in the Department of the Army in Washington, the inter- 
rogatory completed by Peress on August 25, 1953, was incorporated in the file 
of Peress in the Disposition Section of the Intelligence Division. Two days 
later this section started action leading to preparation of a summary of the 
Peress file to be used by the Personnel Division of the Army Staff. ’ 

Peress executed the oath of office as major on November 2, 1953. The oath 
was administered by Maj. Herbert F. Bordeau, MSC, Chief, Personnel Division, 
Headquarters United States Army Hospital, Camp Kilmer. This oath of office 
was returned to First Army through the Commanding General, Camp Kilmer, 
that same date and forwarded to the Adjutant General by First Army on Novem- 
ber 19, 1953. (It should be noted that Peress’ reappointment to major was con- 
tained in the group readjustment of rank and was completely independent of 
his letter request of September 9, 1953, for such action.) 

On November 3, 1953, General Burress visited Camp Kilmer where General 
Zwicker again brought up the matter of Peress and informed him of Peress’ re- 
appointment to major on orders from Washington and opposed this action. 
General Burress immediately telephoned his chief of staff, Maj. Gen. John B. 
Murphy, requesting him to look into Peress’ reappointment right away. 

On the same day, General Murphy talked with Col. C. O. Brunner, chief of 
staff at Camp Kilmer, to discuss the matter. General Murphy stated he would 
draft a letter to Washington for signature by General Burress. 

General Murphy also had Col. D. H. Smith, Personnel Division, First Army, 
telephone the Personnel Division, Department of the Army on this matter on 
November 3, 1953. 

Colonel Smith asked the reasons for Peress’ reappointment as major in the 
face of three recommendations for separation and was advised by Lt. Col. B. E. 
Babcock, Reserve Branch, Office of the Adjutant General, that the reappoint- 
ment was authorized by the Department of Defense directive. Colonel Smith 
was then referred to Major Dolson, Office of the Surgeon General, who informed 
him that the reappointment was an administrative adjustment of rank based 
solely on years of professional experience, but that other material on file would 
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have been considered had the Department of Defense permitted a board of officers 
to pass on the reappointments. 

Also, late on November 38, 1953, General Zwicker again wrote General Burress 
and discussed the Peress case among other things. 

A personal letter dated November 6, 1953 was sent by General Burress to the 
Vice Chief of Staff in Washington, Gen. Charles L. Bolte. An outline of the 
actions taken in the case in First Army was set forth in the letter. This letter 
noted that Peress’ grade readjustment had been handled in personnel channels 
and without knowledge of intelligence personnel. The following paragraph 
taken from that letter expressed the views of General Burress in this matter: 

“TI have taken the liberty of writing to you personally about this case, be 
lieving that you should know about it in view of its obvious implications. It 
also seems to me that this order for adjustment of grade should be revoked if 
it is possible to do so, and that Peress should be separated from the Army as 
soon as this can be accomplished.” 

On November 10, 1953, General Bolte sent the letter from General Burress to 
the Personnel Branch of the Army staff for necessary action in conjunction with 
the Staff Intelligence Branch. 

On November 13, 1953, a special summary of the case, which had been pre- 
pared in the Intelligence Division of the Department of the Army, was sent to 
the Personnel Division at request of the latter. 

On November 18, 1953, the recommendations of the Intelligence Division for 
elimination and termination of Peress’ commission were sent to the Personnel 
Division. In the latter branch on the same day the case was sent to The Adjutant 
General for referral to the Army Personnel Board. The case as forwarded had 
been prepared by Lt. Col. George B. Moore. It was sent over the signature of 
Col. Gerald G. Epley, Chief, Personnel Action Branch. 

The Army Personnel Board was established as an advisory board on personnel 
matters within the Office of the Secretary of the Army. The membership is com- 
posed of general officers with long experience in the handling of personnel 
matters. The case was referred to this board for consideration and recom- 
mendation as to whether: 

1. Peress should be designated substandard and relieved from active duty 
with the first increment of the involuntary release program, or 

2. Released with later increments of the involuntary release program, or 

8. Eliminated through proceedings before a board of inquiry, or 

4, Retained on active duty. 

Attention of the board was invited to the fact that Peress was a possible 
security risk and that First Army and The Surgeon General had recommended 
his removal from the service. 

On November 20, 1953, the recorder of the board, Lieut. Col. Lowell L. Forbes 
presented the case to the board. The board members were Maj. Gen. Miller B. 
White, president ; Maj. Gen. Daniel B. Strickler; Brig. Gen. Frank ©. McConnell 

Colonel Forbes suggested the action numbered 1, above, as “best of alterna- 
tive actions (gets him out soonest)” with his “commission automatically ter- 
minated by law.” It was his opinion that “in no event should he (Peress) 
remain on active duty longer than necessary.” 

The Army Personel Board concurred with this suggestion. It considered 
action by a board of inquiry to be time consuming and expensive. The Army 
Personnel Board recommended “relief from active duty under the involuntary 
release program with concurrent termination of Peress’ Reserve commission 
without board action.” The case was returned to the Personnel Division of the 
Army Staff by Lientenant Colonel Forbes on November 23, 1953. 

On November 25, 1953, Lieutenant Colonel Moore of the Personnel Division 
prepared a memorandum to the Chief of Staff of the Army on the case stating 
that “determination was made to relieve Peress from active duty after comple- 
tion of 12 months’ service under the involuntary release program since after 
that length of service his commission may be revoked as a special registrant 
(doctor draft) under section 4, Universal Military Training and Service Act, 
as amended.” This memorandum had attached a reply to General Burress’ 
letter of November 6, 1953, for signature of General Bolte. The memorandum 
was signed by Maj. Gen. Robert N. Young, Chief, Personnel Division, Army 
General Staff. 

On December 4, 1958, the Personnel Division was advised that the Deputy 
Chief of Staff (Operations and Administration), Lieut. Gen. Walter L. Weible 
desired that the following material be sent to him on the case: 
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“1. File of subject officer and the recommendations of the Army Personnel 
Board be forwarded with this case. 

“2. Include with the case copies and forms 98, 98a, and DD Form 398, and 
mark the area that subject officer claimed constitutional privileges. 

“3. Include present DA policy and DD policy to cover cases of this sort.” 

On December 12, 1953, a memorandum forwarded the requested material to 
General Weible. The memorandum repeated the recommendation in the Novem- 
ber 25, 1953, memorandum and was prepared by Lieutenant Colonel Moore of the 
Personnel Division and signed by Brig. Gen. Herbert B. Powell, deputy to Maj. 
Gen. Robert N. Young. This memorandum was concurred in by Maj. W. R. 
Buelow, Intelligence Division, Department of the Army. 

Upon reviewing the case once more General Weible was of the opinion that in 
view of the nature of the case he required additional verification of the legality 
of the proposed course of action as recommended. Accordingly, the file was sent 
by him to the Office of the Judge Advocate General on December 21, 1953, for 
examination and return by December 23, 1953. 

Under date of December 23, 1953, concurrence for the Judge Advocate General 
was given by Col. Stanley W. Jones and the file was sent to General Weible for 
the third time with no changes in the original recommendations of November 25, 
1953. 

Another review of the case and of the staff recommendations by General 
Weible at this time caused him to pass the case with his approval of those 
recommendations. On December 30, 1953 the action recommended was approved 
by the Vice Chief of Staff, Gen. Charles L. Bolte. On the next day General Bolte 
addressed a personal letter to Lieutenant General Burress, commanding general, 
First Army, to inform him that Peress would be relieved from active duty under 
the involuntary release program as “the most expeditious appropriate means of 
returning Major Peress to civilian status.” 

DD Form 390, executed by Peress, was not in the file being reviewed by the 
officials considering the most appropriate means of effectuating Peress’ separa- 
tion from the service. Having served their initial purpose in connection with 
his appointment in October 1952, the three copies of the DD Form 390 were 
distributed by First Army in accordance with applicable regulations—one copy 
was returned to the local draft board, Forest Hills, Long Island, New York; 1 
copy was sent to the Adjutant General for transmittal to the Surgeon General; 
and 1 copy was retained in First Army. In accordance with the then estab- 
lished procedure the copy furnished to the Department of the Army was retained 
in the Office of the Surgeon General and was not returned for inclusion in the 
official personnel file of Peress, which was maintained by the Adjutant General 
until after he was discharged. (On April 2, 1954, the procedures were changed 
to require that, upon completion of review of the DD Form 390, the Surgeon 
General would return the form to the Adjutant General for incorporation in the 
official personnel file of the individual to whom it pertains. The procedures were 
also subsequently changed on August 9, 1954, to eliminate the referral to the 
Surgeon General for review. Upon receipt by the Department of the Army the 
form is now placed immediately in the officer’s official personnel file.) 

By letter of January 6, 1954, which was signed by Capt. Albert Robichaud for 
Lt. Col. Ronaid F. Thomas, Counter Intelligence Division, First Army, Brigadier 
General Zwicker was informed of the content of General Bolte’s letter of Decem- 
ber 31, 1953, to General Burress. 

In a memorandum dated January 11, 1954, which was prepared by Lt. Col. 
G. B. Moore and signed by Lt. Col. Arthur W. Allen for Col. Gerald G. Eply of the 
Personnel Division, the Adjutant General was directed to take necessary action 
to: 

(1) “Relieve from active duty Maj. Irving Peress, 01893643, DC, upon 
completion of 12 months’ active military service, granting officer up to 90 
days’ notice if he so desires” ; 

(2) “Discharge Major Peress from his commission under the provisions 
of section 4 (b), Public Law 84, 83d Congress, as amended”; and 

(3) “Insure that Major Peress (a) is not permitted to retain his com- 
mission at the transfer point at his request and (b) that he is never 
recommissioned,” 

These instructions were in accordance with the recommendations of the Army 
Personnel Board and the December 30, 1953, decision of the Vice Chief of Staff, 
General Bolte. 

The authority for granting Peress up, to 90 days’ notice of his separation is 
contained in a Department of the Army letter to all major commanders, dated 
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September 11, 1953, subject “Involuntary Relief from Active Duty of Non-Regular 
Officers,” which states in part: 

“Orders directing separation will provide for relief from active duty 90 days 
following notification unless the individual concerned requests an earlier xe- 
lease date.” 

In compliance with the foregoing instruction, the Adjutant General by letter 
of January 18, 1954, signed by CWO R. ©. McDaniel, directed First Army to re- 
lieve Peress from active duty and honorably discharge him from the Army at 
the earliest practicable date. Applicable portions of the letter are quoted as 
follows: 

“1. It is desired that Maj. Irving Peress, 01893643, DC, be relieved from active 
duty and honorably discharged from the Army at the earliest practicable date 
depending on officer’s desires, but in any event not later than 90 days from date of 
receipt of this letter. * * * 

“4, All commissions held by him will be terminated on effective date of dis- 
charge and he will not be tendered a reappointment in the USAR except by 
authority of the Department of the Army. * * * 

“5, Officer will not be separated prior to determination that he is physically 
qualified for separation by your headquarters. A promnt report will be made 
to this office in the event action cannot be taken without undue delay.” 

By letter of January 21, 1954, signed by Lt. Col. J. G. Basbas, First Army, 
directed Camp Kilmer to comply with these instructions. 

On January 21 or 22, 1954, Mr. Anastos, an investigator from the McCarthy 
subcommittee staff called Brigadier General Zwicker and said that he under- 
stood that there was a major at Camp Kilmer who was under investigation and 
that he, Anastos, would like his name. General Zwicker returned the call and 
contacting Mr. Anastos stated that he believed the name of the person to whom 
Anastos referred in his call is Major Peress. On January 23, 1954, General 
Zwicker again called Mr. Anastos and told him that he had just received a De- 
partment of the Army order, dated January 18, 1954, directing the separation of 
Major Peress. 

Major Peress signed a statement on January 25, 1954, acknowledging receipt 
of the notice of his release from active duty and electing to be released on March 
31, 1954. 

On January 28, 1954, Mr. John Adams, Department Counselor, Department of 
the Army, received a request from a staff member of the Senate Subcommittee 
on Investigations that he arrange for the appearance of Peress before that sub- 
committee in New York on January 30, 1954. Mr. Adams states that he was 
of the opinion at that time that Peress had already been discharged until he 
learned that day for the first time of the 90-day election period. 

Mr. Adams states that he had been called at his home on January 3, 1954, 
by Mr. Roy Cohn of the staff of the McCarthy subcommittee; that Mr. Cohn 
informed Mr. Adams that the subcommittee had some derogatory information 
on a doctor or dentist who was a major at Camp Kilmer and that the next 
day Mr. Adams sent a memorandum concerning that call to the Chief of the In- 
telligence Division, Maj. Gen. Arthur G. Trudeau. General Trudeau later that 
day advised Mr. Adams that the officer undoubtedly was Peress whose dis- 
charge had been directed and was about to be processed. Mr. Adams states 
that he furnished this advice to Mr. Cohn within a few days without revealing 
Peress’ name. 

Mr. Adams states that since he had been informed on January 4 that Peress was 
to be discharged as a possible security risk he felt the Army should have been rid 
of him as soon as possible. Accordingly, about noontime of January 28, 1954, 
he requested G-—2 to secure information as to whether Peress had been dis- 
charged and, if not, whether he could be discharged by January 29, 1954. Mr. 
Adams stated that it was his thought to have Peress in civilian status if possible 
when appearing before the McCarthy subcommittee on January 30, 1954. 

Mr. Adams stated that he learned that Peress had not been discharged. He 
also stated that when he learned that day for the first time of the 90-day elec- 
tion period granted by the September 11, 1953, Department of the Army letter, 
upon being informed that Peress had selected Mareh 31, 1954, as his discharge 
date, he dropped his efforts to accomplish Peress’ separation prior to Peress’ 
appearance before the subcommittee. 

At 4 p. m. on January 28, 1954, Mr. Adams relayed the request for the ap- 
pearance of Peress to General Zwicker at Camp Kilmer by telephone. General 
Zwicker notified Peress at 8:15 a. m. on January 29 of the request. Also at 
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that time General Zwicker granted Peress permission to wear civilian clothes 
and be absent from duty on January 30, 1954. 

Peress appeared before the McCarthy subcommittee in New York City on 
January 30, 1954, in accordance with the request made upon Mr. Adams. 

On February 1, 1954, during the morning Peress requested that the date of his 
election for relief from active duty be changed from March 31, 1954, to provide for 
an immediate discharge. This was explicitly authorized by regulations. 

General Zwicker at approximately 9:30 a. m. on February 1, 1954, telephoned 
Maj. Gen. John B. Murphy, Chief of Staff, First Army, in New York to inform him 
of this request. He advised General Murphy that, in consonance with the de 
cision of the Department of the Army to release Peress as soon as possible, he 
had informed Peress that his discharge would be effected by 2 p. m., February 
2, 1954. 

Lieutenant Colonel Moore, Personnel Division, Department of the Army, called 
Col. Donald H. Smith, Chief, Personnel Division, First Army, in the morning of 
February 1, 1954, to learn the status of Peress’ discharge. Brig. Gen. H. B. 
Powell, Deputy Chief, Personnel Division, Department of the Army, believes 
that this call was directed by him, while General Powell is not certain it is 
his impression that this information was furnished to Mr. Adams. 

Later that morning Colonel Smith called Lieutenant Colonel Moore in Wash- 
ington to tell him that he had since learned that Peress had requested an im- 
mediate release at Camp Kilmer and was scheduled for release by 2 p. m. the 
next day, February 2, 1954. Colonel Smith stated that General Zwicker had 
called General Murphy at 9:30 that morning on the matter. He also told Lieu- 
tenant Colonel Moore that Peress’ separation had been recommended by First 
Army long before the grade adjustment of Peress had been effected. 

In the afternoon of February 1, 1954, Col. C. O. Bruce, military assistant to 
the Secretary of the Army, received a telephone call from the office of Senator 
Joseph R. McCarthy. The colonel was informed that a letter to the Secretary 
of the Army was being sent to his office by messenger and that the contents 
of the letter were being released to the press services. 

Some time after 4 p. m. Colonel Bruce received the letter. He took it to the 
office of Mr. Adams, the Department Counselor, between 4:30 and 5:10 p. m. 

At or about 5:10 p. m. Mr. Adams took the Senator’s letter to the Deputy 
Chief of Staff for Operations and Administration, Lieutenant General Weible. 
There were extended discussions between General Weible and Mr. Adams in the 
evening of February 1 during which General Weible learned of the pending 
discharge date of February 2, 1954, for Peress. 

General Weible having handled the matter previously and having directed 
staff action to insure that the recommended discharge was the proper course, 
requested information that evening on— 

(1) whether there was any new evidence to be considered ; and 

(2) whether there was any evidence available to support the inferences 
contained in Senator McCarthy’s letter as to possible subversive activities 
by Peress at Camp Kilmer. 

During a conference between General Weible and Mr. Adams a conclusion 
was reached that the answers to both these inquiries were in the negative. Ac- 
cordingly, there existed no basis for reconsideration of the case. General Weible, 
therefore, with Mr. Adams concurring, decided to adhere to the previously 
approved staff course of action, i. e., get PeresSs out of the service as expeditiously 
as possible. 

On February 2, 1954, at 2 p. m. Peress was given an honorable discharge and 
his commission in the Army Reserve was irrevocably terminated. The dis- 
charge document given Dr. Peress at Camp Kilmer, N. J., in accordance with 
Department of the Army instructions of January 18, 1954, was signed by Maj. 
John J. MeManus. 


Errors IN TYPING IN THE CHRONOLOGY OF THE MILITARY RecorD OF Dr. IRVING 
Peress ToGeTHER WITH PERTINENT CORRECTIONS 


1. Page 4, line 10 *—delete the word “requested” and substitute in lieu thereof 
the word “required”. 

2. Page 13, paragraph 3, line 1—delete the word “would” and substitute in 
lieu thereof the words “was considered to”. 

8. Page 13, paragraph 3, line 9—delete the word “Amred” and substitute in 
lieu thereof the word “Armed”. 


2 Refers to mimeographed copy. 
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4. Page 15, lines 2 and 3—delete the sentence reading, “However, the same 
proposed message was enclosed with both.” 

5. Page 15, line 3—delete the comma. 

6. Page 15, line 17—delete the word “verification” and substitute in lieu 
thereof the word “information”. 

8. Page 18, line 16—delete the last two words and substitute in lieu thereof 
the words “Personnel Division”’. 

8. Page 18, line 16—delete the last two words and substitute in lieu thereof 
the words “Intelligence Division”. 

9. Page 19, lines 17 and 18—delete the quotation marks. 

10. In the Appendix, page viii, CC, in the history of Colonel Jones the word 
“had” in the first line to be deleted and substitute in lieu thereof the word “has”. 

11. In the Appendix, page x1, WW, line 1—delete the figure “13” and substitute 
in lieu thereof “29”; in line 2 after the words “Command and General Staff 
College” add the words “and Army-Navy Staff College”; lines 2 and 3, delete 
“has been awarded the Bronze Star Medal and the Purple Heart’; line 3— 
delete the word “Mediterranean” and substitute the word “European” in lieu 
thereof, 


APPENDIX CONTAINING SERVICE HISTORY OF DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY PERSONNEL 
MENTIONED IN THE CHRONOLOGY (HisTorres CURRENT AS or Nov. 22, 1954) 


Index 


Page and item in Page(s) in 
appendix chronology 


Adams, John 
Allen, Arthur W., Lt. Col 
Anders, James D., Maj 
Babcock, Bernard E., Lt. Col 
Basbas, James G., Lt. Col 
Berge, Einar, Capt 
Bergin, William E., Maj. Gen 
A FL es oe, obdcinesanenel jis 
Os TE Tee i ne lavcniandanndeduadewsidce 
Britt, Arthur E., Maj 
Brown, Chester T., Lt. Col 
Bruce, Charles O., Col 
Brunner, Clarence O., Col 
Buelow, Wallace R., Maj : 
Burress, Withers A., Lt. Gen ri 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21 
Cowan, Egbert W., Brig. Gen 7 8 
Crumm, Clifton J., Lt. Col 7 
Curtis, Coy L., Col . 12 
Dok James F., Maj 15, 17 
Dude, Ludwig, Capt ll 
Epley, Gerald G., i—U _._._-- 4 18, 21 
Forbes, Lowell L., Lt. Col ‘ 19 
Gade, Alfred M., Ist Lt 7 
Glattley, Harold W., Col i 15 
Harris, James E., Maj y 16 
Hage, Gunnar H., Lt. Col 2 
Hyde, Emery E., Lt. Col i J 14, 15 
Johnson, Wendell G., Col i 
Jones, Stanley W., Col 
Kirkland, Curtis R., Capt 
LaMarca, Joseph T., CWO 
Leverich, Ruluff F., Col 
Lewis, Samuel R., Col 14 
Lyon, Charles A., Capt j ‘ 
eConnell, Frank C., Brig. Gen 19 
McDaniel, Robert C., CWO | i 22 
McKenzie, Vernon, Maj-.--..- ia wiclalebin alain eouia's ww binwttbinthadabeieee 2, 12, 14, 15 
McManus, John J., Maj 25 
Maxwell, Charles F., Capt M) 6 
Meredith, William P., Lt. Col NN...- aa 10 
Moore, George B., Lt. Col 18, 19, 20, 21, 24 
Moreda, Armand E., Capt I 4 
Murphy, John B., Maj. Gen 17, 24 
Perry, Willis A., Col 9, 10 
Powell, Herbert B., Maj. Gen. 20, 24 
Sse canon R ae ois Se ial “a 9, 10, o 
rettyman, m ©., Jr., 
Robichaud, Albert, Capt ome 9, 21 
Smith, Donald H., Col 17, 24 
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Index—Continued 


7 Page and item in Page(s) in 
Name appendix chronology 


Strickler, Daniel B., Maj. Gen i 19 
Thomas, Ronald F., Lt. Col 9, 21 
Trudeau, Arthur G., Maj. Gen ; 2B 
Ursin, 0. Elliot, Col SelB areas 8 
Van Sickle, Floyd B., J7., Capt... oss -cscss poncsseideded secs. snee 2, 4, 5, 6, 11 
Vinette, William L., ist Lt i i acl i ie 11 
Wagner, Howard, Capt 8 
Wansboro, William P., Col_........--.---. ie aide 3 acy 14, 15 
Weible, Walter L., Lt. Gen 19, 21, 24, 25 
White, Miller B., Maj. Gen 19 
Winn, Eric E., Lt. Col_- A 10 
Young, Robert N., Maj. Gen_.......-- iii 19, 20 
Sevieicas,, Wensy W 5 WE: TOON. dsc cinidee denis deietcscn con 16, 17, 18, 21, 22, = 
i 


Service History OF DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY PERSONNEL MENTIONED IN 
THE CHRONOLOGY 


A. John Adams: Mr. Adams has completed over 3 years of active military 
service and 16 years of nonactive service; is a graduate of the Command and 
General Staff School; has been awarded the Bronze Star Medal; served in 
North Africa, the Mediterranean, and Europe during World War II; was relieved 
from active duty in January 1946 as a major, and was promoted to the grade 
of Lieutenant Colonel USAR in August of 1950; he was chief clerk of the Senate 
Armed Services Committee during the 80th Congress and acted as Deputy Gen- 
eral Counsel of the Department of Defense prior to assuming his current duties 
as Department Counselor. 

B. Lt. Col. Arthur W. Allen: Lieutenant Colonel Allen has completed over 15 
years of active military service, is a graduate of the United States Military 
Academy, the Command and General Staff School, the Armored Officers’ Ad- 
vanced Course, and the Armed Forces Staff College; has been awarded the Legion 
of Merit and the Bronze Star Medal with one Oak Leaf Cluster; served in Eu- 
rope during World War II; and has a top secret security clearance. 

©. Maj. James D. Anders: Major Anders has completed over 11 years of active 
military service ; is a graduate of the Advanced Infantry Officers’ Course and the 
Strategic Intelligence School; has been awarded the Silver Star Medal and the 
Bronze Star Medal; served in the Mediterranean theater during World War II; 
and has a top secret security clearance. 

D. Lt. Col. Bernard E. Babcock: Lieutenant Colonel Babcock has completed 
over 14 years of active military service; is a graduate of the Command and 
General Staff College; has been awarded the Legion of Merit and the Bronze 
Star Medal; served in the Far East during World War II and the Korean emer- 
gency ; and has a top secret security clearance. 

BE. Lieutenant Colonel James G. Basbas: Lieutenant Colonal Basbas has com- 
pleted over 27 years of active military service; has the educational equivalent to 
the Adjutant General’s School Advanced Course and to the Command and Gen- 
eral Staff School; has been awarded the Bronze Star Medal with one Oak Leaf 
Cluster and the Commendation Ribbon with Metal Pendant; served in the Mid- 
dle East and in Burope during World War II and in Korea during the hostili- 
ties there ; and has a top secret security clearance. 

F. Capt. Einar Berge: Captain Berge has completed over 8 years of active 
military service; has been awarded the Bronze Star Medal; served in Korea 
during the recent hostilities there; and has a top secret security clearance. 

G. Maj. Gen. William B. Bergin: General Bergin had completed over 36 years 
of active military service at the time of his retirement on May 31, 1954: is a 
graduate of the Command and General Staff School and has the additional equiv- 
alent to the National War College; has been awarded the Distinguished Service 
Medal, the Legion of Merit, and the Commendation Ribbon with Metal Pendant; 
served in the China-Burma-India theater during World War II; and had a top 
secret security clearance at the time of his retirement. 

H. Gen. Charles L. Bolte: General Bolte has completed over 37 years of active 
military service; is a graduate of the Command and General Staff School and 
the Army War College; has been awarded the Distinguished Service Medal, the 
Silver Star for gallantry in action near Bologna, Italy, on April 20, 1945, the 
Legion of Merit, and the Purple Heart; commanded the 34th Infantry Division 
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in Italy, the unit which cracked the historic Gothic line of the German defense in 
September 1944; and has a top secret security clearance. 

I. Maj. Herbert F. Bordeau: Major Bordeau has completed over 15 years of 
active military service and 10 years of nonactive service; was promoted to the 
grade of lieutenant colonel on November 16, 1954; served in Europe during 
World War II and in the Far Bast during the first year of the Korean conflict ; 
and has a secret security clearance. 

J. Maj. Arthur E. Britt: Major Britt has completed over 13 years of active 
service; is a graduate of the Advanced Officers’ Course, Medical Field Service 
School; has been awarded the Bronze Star Medal with Oak Leaf Cluster; served 
in the European theater during World War II; and has a top secret security 
clearance. 

K. Lt. Col. Chester T. Brown: Lieutenant Colonel Brown has completed over 
16 years of active military service and 14 years of nonactive service; is a grad- 
uate of the Command and General Staff School; has been awarded the Bronze 
Star Medal; served in Europe during World War II and in Korea during the 
hostilities there; and has a top secret security clearance. 

L. Col. Charles O. Bruce: Colonel Bruce has completed over 18 years of active 
military service; is a graduate of the Medical Field Service School; has been 
awarded the Legion of Merit, and the Commendation Ribbon with Metal Pendant ; 
served in the Mediterranean and European theaters of operations during World 
War IT; and has a top secret security clearance. 

M. Col. Clarence O. Brunner: Colonel Brunner has completed over 20 years 
of active military service and 7 years of nonactive service; has been awarded the 
Legion of Merit with Oak Leaf Cluster, the Bronze Star Medal with 2 Oak Leaf 
Clusters, and the Commendation Ribbon with Metal Pendant; served in Europe 
during World War II and in Korea during the hostilities there; and has a top 
secret security clearance. 

N. Maj. Wallace R. Buelow: Major Buelow has completed over 12 years of 
active military service, is a graduate of the Command and General Staff College, 
has been awarded the Bronze Star Medal, served in Europe during World War II, 
and has a top secret security clearance. 

O. Lt. Gen. Withers A. Burress: Lieutenant General Burress has completed 
vver 37 years of active military service; is a graduate of the Command and 
General Staff School and the Army War College; was awarded the Distinguished 
Service Medal for service as commanding general of the 100th Infantry Division 
in Europe during World War II, the Silver Star for gallantry in action near 
Neckargartach, Germany, on April 5, 1945, the Legion of Merit, and the Bronze 
Star Medal with Oak Leaf Cluster; and has a top secret security clearance. 

P. Brig. Gen. Hgbert W. Cowan: Brigadier General Cowan had completed over 
86 years of active military service at the time of his retirement in May of 1954; 
he served in the Mediterranean and North African theaters during World War II; 
he had a top secret security clearance prior to his retirement. 

Q. Lt. Col. Clifton Crumm: Lieutenant Colonel Crumm has completed over 
27 years of active military service; is a graduate of the Command and General 
Staff School; and has a top secret security clearance. 

R. Col. Coy L. Curtis: Colonel Curtis has completed over 17 years of active 
military service; is a graduate of the United States Military Academy, Command 
and General Staff College, and the Armed Forces Staff College ; has been awarded 
the Silver Star, the Bronze Star Medal, and the Commendation Ribbon with 
Metal Pendant; served in the Buropean theater of operations during World 
War IT; and has a top-secret security clearance. 

S. Maj. James F. Dolson: Major Dolson has completed over 7 years of active 
military service and 4 years of nonactive service; has been awarded the Bronze 
Star Medal; served in the Pacific during World War II and in Korea during the 
recent hostilities there; and has a top-secret security clearance. 

T. Capt. Ludwig Dude: Captain Dude has completed over 14 years of active 
military service; is a graduate of the Counterintelligence Corps School; and has 
a top-secret security clearance. 

U. Col. Gerald G. Epley : Colonel Epley has completed over 22 years of active 
military service; is a graduate of the United States Military Academy, the 
Infantry School, the Command and General Staff School, and the Army War 
College; has been awarded the Legion of Merit, the Bronze Star Medal for valor, 
and the Commendation Ribbon with Metal Pendant; served in the Far East 
following World War II and in Korea during the hostilities there; and has a 
top-secret security clearance. : 
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V. Lt. Col. Lowell L. Forbes: Lieutenant Colonel Forbes had completed over 
13 years of active military service and 9 years of nonactive service at the time 
of his retirement on January 31, 1954; he served in the Southwest Pacific during 
World War II; and he had a top-secret security clearance up to the time of his 
retirement. 

W. ist Lt. Alfred M. Gade: First Lieutenant Gade has completed over 9 years 
of active military service and 2 years of nonactive service, was promoted to the 
grade of captain in September 1954, cerved in the CBI during World War II, 
and has a secret security clearance. 

X. Col, Harold W. Giattley : Colonel Glattley has completed over 28 years of 
active military service: has the educational equivalent to graduation from the 
Armed Forces Staff College ; has been awarded the Silver Star with one Oak Leaf 
Cluster, the Legion of Merit, the Bronze Star Medal, and the Commendation 
Ribbon with Metal Pendant ; was surgeon of the United States forces on Bataan, 
Philippine Islands, at the time of the fall of the Philippines; was a prisoner of 
war of the Japanese during which time he was a leading United States surgeon 
in various prisoner-of-war camps; and has a top-secret security clearance. 

Y. Maj. James E. Harris: Major Harris had completed over 25 years of 
military service prior to his retirement on August 31, 1954; he had been awarded 
the Commendation Ribbon with Metal Pendant; he served in the Buropean 
theater during World War II and in the Far East during the recent hostilities 
in Korea ; and he had a top secret clearance prior to his retirement. 

Z. Lt. Col. Gunnar H. Hage: Lieutenant Colonel Hage has completed over 14 
years of active military service, is a graduate of the Command and General Staff 
School and of the Armed Forces Staff College; has been awarded the Bronze 
Star Medal and the Commendation Ribbon with Metal Pendant; served in Korea 
during the recent hostilities there; and has a top secret security clearance. 

AA. Lt. Col. Emery E. Hyde: Lieutenant Colonel Hyde has over 12 years of 
active military service and 11 years of nonactive service; is a graduate of the 
Armed Forces Staff College; served in the North African and Mediterranean 
theater campaigns during World War II; and has a top secret security clearance. 

BB. Col. Wendell G. Johnson: Colonel Johnson had completed over 31 years of 
active military service at the time of his retirement on September 30, 1954; 
he is a graduate of the United States Military Academy and the Command and 
General Staff School; he has been awarded the Legion of Merit with one Oak 
Leaf Cluster; served as military attaché in Chile and in Spain during World 
War II; and he had up until the time of his retirement a top secret security 
clearance. 

CC. Col. Stanley W. Jones : Colonel Jones had completed over 25 years of active 
military service; is a graduate of the United States Military Academy ; has been 
awarded the Legion of Merit, the Bronze Star Medal, and the Commendation 
Ribbon with Metal Pendant with Oak Leaf Cluster; served as judge advocate of 
the Ninth Army in Europe during World War II; was promoted to brigadier 
general on October 5, 1954; and has a top secret security clearance. 

DD. Maj. Curtis R. Kirkland: Major Kirkland had completed over 16 years of 
active military service at the time of his separation on April 2, 1954; served in 
the Southwest Pacific during World War II; has been awarded the Bronze Star 
Medal with one Oak Leaf Cluster ; and had a top secret security clearance during 
the time of.his handling of the Peress case. 

EE. C. W. O. Joseph T. LaMarca: Chief Warrant Officer LaMarca has com- 
pleted over 14 years of military service; served in North Africa and Europe 
during World War II; was relieved from active duty on August 31, 1954, and 
reenlisted as a master sergeant on September 1, 1954; and has a top secret 
security clearance. 

FF. Col. Ruluff F. Leverich: Colonel Leverich has completed over 18 years 
of active military service and 11 years on nonactive duty; has been awarded 
the Commendation Ribbon with Metal Pendant; served in the Far Kast during 
the Korean hostilities ; and has a secret security clearance. 

GG. Col. Samuel R. Lewis: Colonel Lewis has completed over 24 years of 
active military service and has been awarded the Commendation Ribbon with 
Metal Pendant, with one Oak Leaf Cluster; served in Europe during World 
War II; and has a top secret security clearance. 

HH. Capt. Charles A. Lyon: Captain Lyon has completed over 26 years of 
active military service, was promoted to the grade of major in April 19538, and 
was released from active duty on February 1, 1954. He is now serving as a 
master sergeant at the Presidio of San Francisco, Calif.; and has a secret 
security clearance. 
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II. Brig. Gen. Frank C. McConnell: Brigadier General McConnell has com- 
pleted over 32 years of active military service; is a graduate of the Command 
and General Staff School; has been awarded the Legion of Merit with Oak Leaf 
Cluster, the Bronze Star Medal, and the Air Medal; served in the Southwest 
Pacific during World War II and in the Far Past during the Korean emergency ; 
was designated as a principal delegate to the United Nations Command Armistice 
Delegation in Korea in 1952; and has a top secret security clearance. 

JJ. C. W. O. Robert C. McDaniel: Chief Warrant Officer McDaniel has com- 
pleted over 13 years of active military service; has been awarded the Com- 
mendation Ribbon with Metal Pendant; and has a top secret security clearance. 

KK. Maj. Vernon McKenzie: Major McKenzie has completed over 13 years 
of active miiltary service ; served in the India Burma theater during World War 
II ; and has a top secret security clearance. 

LL. Maj. John J. McManus: Major McManus had completed over 11 years of 
active military service and 14 years of nonactive duty at the time of his release 
from active duty on November 4, 1954; has been awarded the Bronze Star 
Medal; served in the Far Hast Command during World War II and in Korea 
during the recent hostilities there; had a secret clearance up until the time 
of his relief from active duty. 

MM. Capt. Charles F. Maxwell: Captain Maxwell has completed over 12 years 
of active military service; is a graduate of the Counterintelligence Corps School 
and the Provost Marshall General’s School; was promoted to the grade of major 
on April 17, 1953; served in the India-Burma theater during World War II; 
and has a top secret security clearance. 

NN. Lt. Col. William P. Meredith: Lieutenant Colonel Meredith has completed 
over 10 years of active military service and 9 years of nonactive service; is a 
gradute of the Command and General Staff College and the Strategic Intelligence 
School; has been awarded the Bronze Star Medal; served in the Far Bast during 
World War IT; and has a top secret security clearance. 

OO. Lt. Col. George B. Moore: Lieutenant Colonel Moore has completed over 
12 years of active military service; is a graduate of the United States Military 
Academy and the Command and General Staff School; has been awarded the 
Silver Star for gallantry in action in Tunisia during 1943, the Bronze Star Medal 
with two Oak Leaf Clusters for valor, and the Purple Heart; and has a top secret 
security clearance. 

PP. Capt. Armand B. Moreda: Captain Moreda has completed over 14 years 
of active military service; has been awarded the Bronze Star Medal; and has a 
top secret security clearance. 

QQ. Maj. Gen. John B. Murphy: Major General Murphy has completed over 
86 years of active military service; is a graduate of the United States Military 
Academy, the Command and General Staff School, and has the educational 
equivalent to the National War College; has been awarded the Silver Star for 
gallantry in action at Bitche, France, on December 16, 1944, the Legion of Merit, 
the Bronze Star Medal with Oak Leaf Cluster, and the Commendation Ribbon 
with Metal Pendant ; was promoted to the grade of major general on November 6, 
1953 ; and has a top secret security clearance. 

RR. Col. Willis A. Perry: Colonel Perry has completed over 24 years of active 
military service; is a graduate of the United States Military Academy, the Com- 
mand and General Staff School, the National War College; and has the educa- 
tional equivalent to the Armed Forces Staff College; has been awarded the 
Legion of Merit; and has a top secret security clearance. 

SS. Brig. Gen. Herbert B. Powell: Brigadier General Powell has completed 
over 28 years of active service; is a graduate of the Command and General Staff 
School and the National War College; has been awarded the Distinguished 
Service Cross, the Silver Star, the Legion of Merit with Oak Leaf Cluster, the 
Bronze Star Medal with two Oak Leaf Clusters, the Air Medal, the Commenda- 
tion Ribbon with Metal Pendant, and the Purple Heart; served as Chief of Staff 
of one of the Infantry divisions in the European theater during World War II 
and commanded the 17th Infantry Regiment in Korea at the time that unit 
spearheaded the advance to the Manchurian border, becoming the only United 
States unit to reach the Yalu River; and has a top secret security clearance. 
He was promoted to major general on October 1, 1954. 

TT. Col. Roger G. Prentiss, Jr.: Colonel Prentiss has completed over 26 
years of active military service; has been awarded the Legion of Merit; and 
has a top secret security clearance. 

UU. Maj. William O. Prettyman, Jr.: Major Prettyman has completed over 
13 years of active military service; has the educational equivalent to the Med- 
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ical Field Service School; served in Europe during World War II; and has a 
top secret security clearance. 

VV. Capt. Albert Robichaud: Captain Robichaud has completed over 12 years 
of active military service ; is a graduate of the Counterintelligence Corps School ; 
has been awarded the Bronze Star Medal with one Oak Leaf Cluster; served 
both in Europe and in the China theater during World War II and in the Far 
East during the Korean hostilities; and has a top secret security clearance. 

WW. Col. Donald H. Smith: Colonel Smith has completed over 13 years of 
active military service; is a graduate of the Command and General Staff Col- 
lege; has been awarded the Bronze Star Medal and the Purple Heart; served 
in the Mediterranean Theater during World War II and in the Far Hast during 
the Korean conflict ; and has a top secret security clearance. 

XX. Maj. Gen. Daniel B. Strickler: Major General Strickler has completed over 
11 years of active military service and 26 years of nonactive service; is a grad- 
uate of the Command and General Staff School; has been awarded the Silver 
Star with oak-leaf cluster, the Legion of Merit, the Bronze Star Medal with oak- 
leaf cluster for valor, and the Purple Heart; served as a battalion and regimental 
commander in Europe during World War II and later commanded an infantry 
division in Europe ; and has a top secret security clearance. 

YY. Lt. Col. Ronald F. Thomas: Lieutenant Colonel Thomas has completed 
over 14 years of active military service and 12 years of nonactive service; is a 
graduate of the Command and General Staff School and the Counterintelligence 
Corps School; has been awarded the Bronze Star Medal; was a battalion com- 
mander in Burope during World War II; and has a top secret security clearance. 

ZZ. Maj. Gen. Arthur G. Trudeau: Major General Trudeau has completed over 
30 years of active military service; is a graduate of the United States Military 
Academy, the Engineer School, the Command and General Staff School, and the 
Army War College, and has the educational equivalent of the Command and 
General Staff College, the Armed Forces Staff College, and the National War 
College; has been awarded the Distinguished Service Medal with one oak-leaf 
cluster, the Silver Star Medal with one oak-leaf cluster for gallantry in action on 
April 12, 1953, and July 8, 1953, near Sokkagae, Korea, the Legion of Merit, the 
Bronze Star Medal, the Air Medal, and the Commendation Ribbon with metal 
pendant; has served in the western Pacific during World War II and as com- 
manding general, 7th Infantry Division, in Korea during the recent hostilities 
there; and has a top secret security clearance. 

AAA, Col. O. Elliot Ursin: Colonel Ursin has completed over 15 years of active 
military service; is a graduate of the Command and General Staff School; has 
been awarded the Bronze Star Medal and the Commendation Ribbon with metal 
pendant; served in the southwest Pacific during World War II; and has a top 
secret security clearance. 

BBB. Capt. Floyd E. Van Sickle, Jr.: Captain Van Sickle has completed over 
14 years of active military service, has been awarded the Commendation Ribbon 
with metal pendant, served in the Pacific Ocean area during World War II, was 
promoted to the grade of major in May of 1953, and has a top secret security 
clearance. 

CCC. 1st Lt. William L. Vinette: First Lieutenant Vinette has completed over 
7 years of active military service and 1 year of nonactive service; is a graduate 
of the Adjutant General’s advanced officers’ course; was promoted to the grade 
of captain on September 16, 1954; and has a secret security clearance. 

DDD. Capt. Howard Wagner: Captain Wagner has completed over 15 years 
of military service; has been awarded the Commendation Ribbon with metal 
pendant; served in Europe during World War II; and has a top secret security 
clearance, 

EEE. Col. William P. Wansboro: Colonel Wansboro has completed over 16 
years of active military service; is a graduate of the United States Military 
Academy and the Army War College; has been awarded the Commendation 
Ribbon with metal pendant; served in Europe during World War Il; and has a 
top secret security clearance. 

FFF. Lt. Gen. Walter L. Weible: General Weible has completed over 36 years 
of active military service ; is a graduate of the Coast Artillery School, the Chemi- 
cal Warfare School, the Command and General Staff School, the Army War 
College, the Army Industrial College, and has the educational equivalent to the 
National War College; has been awarded the Distinguished Service Medal with 
one oak-leaf cluster, the Legion of Merit, the Bronze Star Medal, and the Com- 
mendation Ribbon with metal pendant; served in the Pacific during the last 
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few months of World War II and in the Far East during the Korean conflict; 
and has a top secret security clearance. 

GGG. Maj. Gen. Miller B. White: General White has completed over 18 years 
of active military service and 15 years of nonactive service; is a graduate of the 
Command and Generai Staff School; has been awarded the Distinguished Service 
Medal with Oak Leaf Cluster and the Purple Heart; served as director of per- 
sonnel, War Department General Staff and also in the Mediterranean Theater 
during World War II; and has a top secret security clearance. 

HHH. Lt. Col. Bric BE. Winn: Lieutenant Colonel Winn had completed over 
29 years of active military service at the time of his retirement on September 
30, 1954; is a graduate of the Counterintelligence Corps School and the Strategic 
Intelligence School; served in Europe during World War II and in the Far Hast 
during the latter part of the Korean conflict; and had a top secret security 
clearance at the time of his retirement. 

III. Maj. Gen. Robert N. Young: General Young has completed over 31 years 
of active military service; is a graduate of the Command and General Staff 
School and has the educational equivalent to the National War College; has 
been awarded the Distinguished Service Medal with one Oak Leaf Cluster, the 
Silver Star for gallantry in action in France on January 30, 1945, the Legion of 
Merit, the Bronze Star Medal with one Oak Leaf Cluster, and the Purple Heart; 
served in Europe during World War II and commanded the 2d Infantry Division 
in Korea ; and has a top secret security clearance. 

JJJ. Brig. Gen. Ralph W. Zwicker: General Zwicker has completed over 27 
years of active military service; he is a graduate of the United States Military 
Academy, the Naval War College, and the National War College; he has been 
awarded the Silver Star for gallantry in action on the coast of Normandy on 
June 6, 1944, the Legion of Merit with Oak Leaf Cluster, the Bronze Star Medal 
with two Oak Leaf Clusters, and the Commendation Ribbon with metal pendant; 
he commanded an infantry regiment in combat during World War II and was 
later made chief of staff of one of the infantry divisions in Europe; and he has a 
top secret security clearance. 


EXHIBITS 


Exuisir No. 2 


HEADQUARTERS, 
OFFICE OF THE DENTAL SURGEON, 
Camp Kilmer, New Jersey, 9 September 1958. 
AHDSH. 
Subject: Determination of Authorized Grade of Dental Officer. 
To: Adjutant General, Department of the Army, Washington 25, D. C. 
Thru: Channels. 


1. In accordance with Sec. 3 of Public Law No. 84 of the 83d Congress, Depart- 
ment of the Army Bulletin No. 8, dated July 1953, request determination of my 
eligibility for promotion to the grade of Major. 

2. My qualifications are as follows: 

a. Graduate of New York University Dental School June 1949. 
b. Licensed to pract*ce in New York State, Ausrust 1940. 
ce. Private practice i1 New York September 19:10 to 1 January 1953. 
d. Entered Active Duty 1 January 1953 in Priority III under the Doctor 
Draft Law for which group the cut-off date in determining experience is 
1 July 1952. 
e. Date of Rank as Captain: 7 October 1952. 
IRVING PERESS, 
Captain, DO, O-1893648. 
AHDSH. Ist Ind. Col. R. F. Leverich/gv/309 
Hgs. Office of the Dental Surgeon, Camp Kilmer, New Jersey, 9 September 1953. 
To: Commanding General, Camp Kilmer, New Brunswick, New Jersey. 

Forwarded for necessary action. 

Ruturr F. Levericu, 
Colonel, DC, Dental Surgeon. 
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AHDAG-—MP-201-Peress, Irving (0) 2nd Ind CWO LaMarca/mms/2094 

O 1 898 643 (9 Sep) 

Subject: Determination of Authorized Grade of Dental Officer 

Headquarters Camp Kilmer, New Brunswick, New Jersey, 10 September 1953 

To: Commanding General, First Army, Governors Island, New York 4, N. Y. 
Forwarded for determination. 
For THE COMMANDING GENERAL: 


J. T. LA Marca, 
OW0, USA, Asst Adj Gen. 


SEPTEMBER 23, 1953. 
AHFMS-PP 201 (9 Sep 53) 8rd Ind 


Peress, Irving 

Headquarters First Army, Governors Island, New York 4, N. Y. 

To: The Adjutant General, Department of the Army, Washington 25, D. C. 
Attn: AGPR-A. 

1. Attention is invited to the basic communication from, Capt. Irving Peress, 
01893643, who was commissioned in the DC, USAR, by letter this headquarters, 
dated 7 October 1952, and was accepted. by him on 15 October 1952. 

2. Available information indicates that Dr. Peress possessed the minimum 
of 11 years of qualifying dental professional experience prescribed for appoint- 
ment in the grade of major and that his original appointment in the grade of 
captain was in error. 

3. Capt. Peress was ordered into the active military service effective 1 January 
1953 per paragraph 7, SO 221 this headquarters, dated 10 November 1952 and 
assigned to the Medical Field Service School, Brooke Army Medica! Center, Fort 
Sam Houston, Texas. 

4. Recommend action be initiated to reappoint Capt. Peress in the grade of 
major in accordance with eligibility requirements set forth in SR 140-105-6 and 
SR 140-105-9. 

5. It is requested that this headquarters be advised of the action taken in this 
case. 

For THE COMMANDING GENERAL : 

1 Incl. 

added: 
Incl 1-DD Form 390. 
L. Dung, 
Captain, AGO, Asst AG. 


Suspense 
Date: 23 Ocr. 53. 
AGPR-A 201 Peress, Irving 4th Ind 


O 1 893 643 (9 Sep 53) 
Subject : Determination 6f Authorized Grade of Dental Officer. 
DA, TAGO, Washington 25, D. C., 2 October 1953. 
To: Commanding General, First Army, Governors Island, New York 4, N. Y. 
Prior to further evalution in this case, desire compliance with letter this office 
dated 22 September 1953, copy inclosed. 
By ORDER OF THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY: 
W. JAMES, 


Adjutant General. 
2 Incls 


Added 1 Incl 
2. Cy ltr 22 Sep 53 


AHFAG-RF (PR) 201-R Peress, Irving 5th Ind 
9 Sep 53 
Headquarters First Army, Governors Island, New York 4, N. Y. 
To: The Adjutant General, Department of the Army, Washington 25, D. C. 
Attn: AGPR-A. 
Letter referred to in preceding indorsement was forwarded to your office by 
1st Indorsement on 10 October 1953. 
For THE COMMANDING GENERAL: 


16 Oot. 1953. 


ALBERT R, SUSHKO, 


Captain, AGC, Asst. AG. 
8 Incl 


Added 1 Incl 
3, Cy 1st Ind 4/10 Oct 53 
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Exureit No. 4 


List OF INDIVIDUALS INTERVIEWED BY THE INSPECTOR GENERAL IN THE CASE 
oF IRVING PERESS 


Anders, Lt. Col. James D., 033475, GS, Chief, Disposition Section, Personnel 
Security Branch, Security Division, ACofS, G—2. 

Babcock, Lt. Col. Bernard B., AGC, 044018, TAGO, Chief, Appointments and Pro- 
motions Section, Reserve Branch, Personnel Division. 

Barclay, Col. Gordon L., 02691, AGC, Chief, Reserve Branch, Personnel Division, 
TAG. 

Bennett, Col. Curtis Hargrave, 041821, AGC, Chief of AGRF Division, Hq. First 
Army, Governors Island, New York. 

Brown, Lt. Col. Chester T., 0231573, GS, ACofS, G-2 Camp Kilmer, N. J. 

Clegg, Lt. Col. William J., Jr., 037542, MSC, Medical Section, Hq. First Army, 
Governors Island, N. Y. 

Dolson, Maj. James F., 02047972, Medical Service Corps., Special Projects 
Branch, Personnel Division, OTSG, Department of the Army. 

Glattly, Col. Harold W., 016967, MC, Chief, Personnel Division, OTSG, Main 
Navy Building, Department of the Army. 

Hess, Lt. Col. Buie, 042379, Chief, Officers Separation Section, TAGO. 

Huckins, Col. Joseph, 0183637, CO, 108th CIC Detachment, 42 Broadway, New 
York City, N. Y. 

Hyde, Lt. Col. Emery E., 051576, Chief, Management Branch, Reserve Compo- 
nents Division, GS, ACofS, G-1, Department of the Army. 

Kirkland, Maj. Curtis R., 01686256, AGC, Casual Patient, 1264th ASU, Camp 
Kilmer, N. J. 

LaMarka, CWO Joseph T., W-—2105509, Asst. AG, Hq, Camp Kilmer, N. J. 

Leverich, Col. Ruluff F., 0268528, DC, 1264th ASU, Camp Kilmer, N. J. 

McKenzie, Maj. Vernon, 0164205, MSC, Asst. Chief, Special Projects Branch, 
Personnel Division, OTSG, Main Navy Building, DA. 

Moore, Lt. Col. George B., 023804, Action Officer, Personnel Actions Branch, 
ACofS G—1, Department of the Army. 

Perry, Col. Willis A., 018131, Arty. Office, ACofS, G-2, Department of the Army. 

Prettyman, Maj. William O., Jr., 038549, Medical Service Corps, Personnel Ac- 
tions Branch, Personnel Division, OTSG, DA. 

Robichaud, Capt. Albert, 02045268, Personnel Actions Branch, Personnel Secu- 
rity Division, G-2, Hq First Army, Governors Island, N. Y. 

Roe, Col. William W., Jr., 019675, MC, OASD (Health and Medical), Pentagon. 

Smith, Lt. Col. Robert Bruce, 046421, GS, Procurement Branch, G—1, Depart- 
ment of the Army. 

Stambaugh, Maj. Willard B., 01315512, Inf., USAR, OTIG, Fitzsimons Army 
Hospital, Denver, Colorado. 

Stearns, Col. Joseph E., 018791, Inf. (Chief, Personnel Security Branch, Security 
Division, Office, ACofS, G-2, DA. 

Thomas, Lt. Col. Ronald F., 0256720, 5th Company, 1st Student Training Regi- 
ment, Fort Benning, Georgia. 

Thurston, Lt. Col. Clair H., 031458, GS, Action Officer, Personnel Actions Branch, 
G-1, DA. 

Wansboro, Col. William P., 021241, GS, Chief, Reserve Components Division, 
Office, ACofS, G—1. 

Woodman, Col. Ned H., 029622, Chief, Personnel Actions Branch, TAGO. 

Zwicker, Brig. Gen. Ralph W., 016878, USA, CG, Camp Kilmer, N. J. 


x 
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